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Abstract 


Cats and dogs are companion animals kept as domestic pets primarily to keep a 
person company, for protection, and for entertainment. Around 7.6 million 
companion animals end up in American shelters every year for a variety of 
reasons such as divorce, foreclosure, economic problems, etc. Unfortunately, 
9,000 companion animals are euthanized every single day in America’s shelters 
and about 3 million animals per year. This is an important problem that every 
animal admitted to a shelter is facing. 


This research project helps identify and indicate successful interventions to 
reduce euthanasia rates and correlations to advance improvements in animal 
welfare across the West Coast States. The study results indicate that cats are at 
a disadvantage when admitted to American shelters since their euthanasia rates 
are high at around 59 percent and reduced to 23 percent after successful 
programs were implemented. The highest euthanasia rate for dogs was found 
with 35 percent in the fiscal year 2008-2009 while 71 percent of all cats were 
euthanized in the same facility 


Successful implementations found in this study could be used for educational 
purposes and implementation in other shelters to save thousands of lives of 
companion animals dropped off every day at U.S. shelters. 


Table of Contents 


li (ABST RACE sccvosficiecadicicittatiautic iar iania tia ehietatie esi ae halaae atae Z 
Ile: UINSRODUC RIO 3 scents cutie coco eece ti sleet ioctl tenis vies dtl ebin tend Rite eats ees 3 
What is Animal Welfare and why does it matter? ...........ccccceeeceeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeees 4 
Whats EGAnaSia?, wanniintawaualwaialAnalauavanalanakauabanananes 7 
Explanation :OF DenniIONS sssncaes eee ae lars 10 
WNL (Sra IE UiNalleal Steak Ale? sb atesyesssecvaxesstessessseavacevatenpersseavsesunteansosseeepcesnesssces 11 
What is a Live ReleaSe Rate? o0..... i csssssssseesecccesscceessseeeseeeeesssaeeaaseeseeeeeeeass 12 
Statement of. Probleithzs..5 Wao EG GREV SOMBRE ESM ONRANOSG 21 
WOE WACOM ace sccsp aisscecosti eas teh cris ses ata ects tah hear el SN eC a ese hens eit 22 
IE? HREEAKFED WORK Aio8 5355 ot ect in botaech ech eit cckIace eck tecs ech ie ech tate hoe eek oats 23 
IV;, RESEARCH DATA nic scitirsiudscicuwesticdnestcdiedeinaseiainadiuadeaiuanadnaminadnaliuaintus 26 
Ve METHOD jacana duadiuianduadeulnodela Sn assis ni Asnecn dias aeckuedaeess: 28 
Wie RESULTS wont a i ae en cee Rina ei ae cea eee 29 
NTIZ OMG Ze sosreosesoatcagunsseanguspsesnscceasessessseengeeogseaguseseonseseateogesssesggeseseeanccogeenseseseannid: 29 
MS UIMOTU A fers cee duneieees cumeae es cuncu ees aemita es eumcuces sepveers aumrne me aunieces untae semuessauemeens sereuces te 47 
COMORADO 5 ascccs ec cece doa duvasniod seed dapsone dxoscxbu dees oevines ast eos esinei nee ies 59 
OTOG OM sidisntitelecuteds tecetscuc eas caticatiuicatsc cid Gaia tac ite tuned asia eas 62 
U8 | Gel gee re er te ee eT ere pee ee een er eee reer eee ne er 68 
see Sl all G16] (6) a eae eM ae ae aN st Naa me APN AACA ARO Era MN on Paar ot AAT ee are 71 
VII. SUMMARY AND SOLUTION. .............0.cccccccccseceeeeeeeeseeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseeseeseeeeeeeeeesaeeeesanes 81 
VII. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS ..................ccccccseccesseeeeseeeeeeeeeesaeeeesaees 83 
IX, UREPERENCE Wii ccocces tc vacee centacen sercuun cuneueus semosc es sundaeus sunvac ut sunrecescunveeus gummacusdurmuaen is 85 


Me ACRONYMS wissen oi ivinsic es icostsoiisinsexins idesexies dnlosénlsidved ened dsloiasiesdvetenied cs esealetdsletaxed ixosguelistanedexets 89 


Abstract 


Cats and dogs are companion animals kept as domestic pets primarily to 

keep a person company, for protection, and for entertainment. Around 7.6 
million companion animals end up in American shelters every year for a variety 
of reasons such as divorce, breakup, foreclosure, economic problems, etc. 
Unfortunately, 9,000 of these companion animals that are dropped off, 
surrendered, or given away to the shelters are euthanized every single day in 
America’s shelters which equals about 3 million animals euthanized per year. 
This is an important problem that every animal admitted to a shelter is facing. 


During my research for an Eller course called “Consulting for non-profit 
organizations”, | learned about the high euthanasia rates in the local main 
shelters in Tucson, AZ and through working with the client, Pima Alliance for 
Animal Welfare (PAAW), | also learned the importance to engage residents, 
agencies, and organizations in adoption and spay/neuter efforts, educate on 
responsible breeding, and conscientious pet ownership. The analyzed data 
as well as implementation strategies presented to the client were used to 
apply for grants and the received grants are currently being used to help 
save the lives of thousands of companion animals as well as feral cats in 
Tucson. 


This research project helps identify and indicate successful interventions to 
reduce euthanasia rates and any correlation and/or interrelation to advance 
improvements in animal welfare across the West Coast States. Furthermore, 
it answers the questions of what are successful implementations to reduce 
euthanasia rates in animal care centers and shelters and could some 
successful implementations of one or more shelters in one state be 
implemented in other states of the West Coast to reduce the euthanasia rate? 


Participating shelters, organizations, communities, and facilities provided data 
of the past five years plus information about successful implementations and 
strategies to reduce euthanasia rates/to increase the Live Release Rates in 
various forms such as electronic correspondence, telephone interviews, 
and/or personal interviews. 


The study results indicate that cats are at a disadvantage when admitted to 
American shelters since their euthanasia rates are high at around 59 percent 
at the highest point and 23 percent after successful programs were 
implemented. 
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Since the euthanasia rate is the inverse rate of the Live Release Rate 
these numbers can be translated to 41 percent of animals with a live 
outcome at the lowest point and 77 percent after successful programs 
were installed. The lowest Live Release Rate for dogs found in this 
study was 65 percent in the fiscal year 2008-2009 while in the same 
facility 71 percent of all cats were euthanized (and only 29 percent had a 
live outcome). In addition, it was found that feral cats are at the most risk 
to be euthanized. 


Participating shelters, organization, and facilities worked within their given 
budgets to improve the lives of the animals in their care and when following 
the no-kill movement, developed unique programs successful for their 
particular facility to reduce euthanasia rates and overall increase the animals’ 
chances for adoption. Different approaches along with similarities are pointed 
out and could be used for educational purposes as well as implementation in 
other shelters to save thousands of lives of companion animals dropped off 
every single day at shelters across the U.S. 


Introduction 


This research study is benchmarking best practices in decreasing animal shelter 
euthanasia rates across the West Coast and is answering questions regarding 
successful implementation, encouraging factors to use similar interventions, and if 
successful programs could be implemented in other shelters across the West 
Coast. First, the term animal welfare has to be explained and why it matters; 
second, the term euthanasia and what it entails will be defined and explained as 
well as the medical procedures and best practices; third, explanations of 
definitions will be given for a better understanding. 


Human attitude towards animals has changed during the past centuries and it still 
varies today across all countries around the globe with their individual view, 
culture, categorization, and protection plans. Ona broad scale, Animal Welfare 
includes concerns of hunting wild animals, controlling over-population, pest 
control, using animals in experiments, using animals for sport or entertainment 
(circus animals etc) and animals in Zoos, owning companion animals (including 
pets), and how to keep farm animals (Spedding 36). 
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This paper focuses on Animal Welfare in the United States with an emphasis on 
companion animals (canines and felines) and attempts to decrease their 
euthanasia rates in shelters across the states of the U.S. West Coast. 


It is important to know what animal welfare is and why it does matter. 


Animal Welfare is an umbrella term which roughly defines a state of well-being in 
which basic needs are met and suffering is minimized. The term state of well- 
being is broad and might include evaluations of the physical, mental, 
psychological, and spiritual well-being of animals. Since not all parts can be 
achieved at the same time, it would be better to focus on the term basic needs. 
The Farm Animal Welfare Council (FAWC) has developed “Five Freedoms” for 
farm animals which are supported by the American Society for the Prevention of 
Cruelty to Animals (ASPCA) and listed below: 


1. Freedom from hunger and thirst (by providing access to fresh water anda 
diet to maintain full health and vigor) 

2. Freedom from discomfort (by providing an appropriate environment 
including shelter and a comfortable resting area) 

3. Freedom from pain, injury, or disease (by prevention or prompt diagnosis 
and/or treatment 

4. Freedom to express normal behavior (by providing sufficient space, proper 
facilities, and company of the animal’s own kind) 

5. Freedom from fear and distress (by ensuring conditions and treatment which 
avoid mental suffering) 


These “Five Freedoms” for farm animals are also applicable to companion 
animals (dogs, cats, birds, ponies etc.), even though the purpose for which the 
farm animals are kept varies from the one for companion animals. The reason 
itself has an immense impact on the ways the animals are kept and killed 
(Spedding 11). 


Animal Welfare needs are specific to the different animal types and can be 
grouped into four basic categories: species, age, sex, weight and size (Spedding, 
17). Cows and mice are clearly different species, with different weight and sizes, 
and, therefore, need different amounts of space. The difference in size and 
weight has also an effect on the need for water, food, heat, and ventilation. In 
addition, some species are solitary, others gregarious. Feeding frequency may 
also vary, especially between the mice and cows. Some species may need food 
every few hours, whereas others, such as a snake, may only feed once every few 
weeks. Furthermore, younger animals may need more protection since older 
animals are usually heavier and stronger. 
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Piglets could easily be crushed by the mother. Another important aspect is the 
sex ration. Some species only come together at mating (e.g. weasels) while 
others are a bonded pair for life such as the turtle doves. Cows live in herds with 
approximately one bull for 40 cows. As mentioned before, all animal have basic 
needs and, according to Spedding, these basic needs can be divided into positive 
and negative basic needs and are listed below: (71). 


Positive basic needs include: 


e Digestible, nutritional food, in sufficient quantity and accessible that is 
sufficient for the animals health as well as appropriate to specific species’ 
teeth, jaws, snout and digestive tract 

e Clean and fresh water (at an appropriate temperature) in sufficient quantity for 
drinking and —if necessary- for bathing 

e Suitable living conditions related to the atmosphere which includes humidity, 
temperature, wind, and light, as well as the ground conditions such as 
bedding and perching areas 

e Sufficient space and simulative environment that allows and/or encourage 
natural behavior patterns which are characteristic to the animal species and 
deemed necessary for a healthy life 

e Efficient contact with other animals 


Negative basic needs include freedoms from: 


e disease and/or injury 

e fear and stress above what is part of a normal life for the specific species 

e physical abuse, mutilation and avoidable pain as well as 

e protection from predators and parasites as well as damaging conditions such 
as excessive exposure to UV light or other solar radiation. 


Since no animal lives forever and death is inevitable, the end of life has to be 
considered for all animals kept by humans. If animals are kept by humans, those 
humans have to ensure the animal’s well-being. Ensuring the well being includes 
avoiding suffering, and suffering largely depends on the circumstances. It is 
obvious to most people that a donkey running into a brick wall and has a severe 
neck injury or broke his leg is suffering unacceptable. Spedding made a good 
point that words such as “unacceptable” or “intolerable” suffering has to be added 
to the interpretation since suffering is part of life and even wild animals suffer pain 
after fighting between animals to establish a hierarchy in the herd (Spedding 71). 
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Furthermore it was stated that an animal suffers regardless if itis one ina 
thousand and it needs to be evaluated by the human keeper to what degree or 
duration the animal is suffering/has to suffer (Spedding 71). This applies in the 
same way to wild animals at it does to domestic animals. Annamaria Passantino 
states that companion animals can be “considered a subcategory of domestic 
animals . . . [to] determine whether an animal fits within this subcategory it is 
necessary to focus on evidence of the relationship between the animal and its 
owner” (61). Furthermore, Passantino argues that companion animals are dogs, 
cats, or any “warm-blooded, domesticated non human animal” (Passantino 61). 


Companion animals also serve as domestic pets primarily kept for a person’s 
company and/or protection, as a source of livelihood, entertainment, and 
inspiration; pets are seen as medicine and may also be therapeutic and provide 
their owners with physical and emotional benefit (Corson & Corson; Fogel). 


Since this paper focuses on companion animals, humans who keep animals have 
to know when compassion demands euthanasia because there is no reasonable 
alternative to spare the animal from suffering. 


According to the ASPCA website, 7.6 million of companion animals end up in 
shelters every year, across the U. S., for a variety of reasons (pet statistics). 


The mostly given reasons, according are: 


e Divorce or Breakups 

e Foreclosure 

e Death in Family 

e Economic Problems 

e No. identification (ID) 

e Minor Behavioral Problems 


Unfortunately, around 3 million of these companion animals are killed in America’s 
shelters every single year as mentioned in the ASPCA pet statistics on their 
website. According to a Best Friends representative at the Best Friends National 
Conference 2014 in Las Vegas, this equals to about seven animals per minute 
(9,000 animals per day) “killed” unnecessarily where unnecessarily killing means 
destroying of any animal without a terminal and/or painful illness. To be specific, 
this means animals are euthanized in domestic shelters for a variety of reasons 
(e.g. lack of space in the shelter) regardless of medical or behavioral evaluation. 
This is important to notice since it is a problem that the animals face when 
dropped off, surrendered, or given away to the shelters and leads to the high kill 
rates, high euthanasia rates in shelters across the United States. 
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What is Euthanasia? 


Euthanasia is a concern because million of animals are euthanized in the United 
States every single year. The definition euthanasia refers to mercy killing or 
“Humane Killing” (Spedding 53) and describes the act of putting animals to death 
as painless as possible. Substitute terms used are: put to sleep, put down, 
sacrificed, and destroyed. Euthanasia is practiced to regulate overpopulation 
(including in shelters or animal care centers), on animals with behavior problems, 
on animals used as tissue donors for research, and on healthy animals for owner 
convenience. The veterinary guidelines only cover the methods for euthanasia 
but neither the underlying issues nor the questions of why, when, or whether 
specific animals should be euthanized. Primary criteria for euthanasia techniques 
are physical pain and distress of the animal while secondary criteria can include 
availability of appropriate drugs, examination, emotional effects on humans, and 
usage of the animal’s body as a donor for tissue (Bekoff 164). 


It is vital to establish a common language of euthanasia before discussing 
euthanasia techniques. Some terms are used interchangeably by people such as 
sedation, tranquilization, and anesthesia; however, to select the proper drugs for 
each individual animal in order to achieve the most humane death possible, it is 
important to understand the definitions. Below definitions and explanations are 
compiled and distributed by the Humane Society of the United States in their 
Euthanasia Reference Manual (3): 


a) Consciousness: 


Animals with the ability to “deliberately and intentionally respond” to 
environmental stimuli 


b) Unconsciousness: 


Animals lacking awareness and capacity for “sensory perception” and 
appear to be in a deep state of sleep 
c) Tranquilization: 


When tranquilized, the animals are calm, relaxed and may fall asleep but 
they may still feel pain or suffer seizures, or can be more unpredictable. 
Tranquilizer may not offer enough calming effect to safely handle warring 
or disagreeing animals. 
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d) Sedation: 


Sedated animals become uncoordinated with relaxed and unresponsive 
muscles, appear to be sleeping (fall into a sleep-like state) but could be 
aroused through stimulation by sound, light, pain and could harm 
themselves or humans handling them. The ability to feel pain is often 
decreased but pain sensation is still present. 


e) Immobilization: 


Immobilized animals are unable to move (essentially paralyzed) but they 
might remain aware of their surroundings, might still feel pain and 
experience fear and panic, even though they appear unresponsive to 
sound and sight. Therefore, immobilizing agents are never appropriate for 
usage in euthanasia. 


f) Analgesia: 


Animals to which an analgesic agent was administered do not have to 
necessarily be unconscious since drugs with an analgesic effect are 
intended to diminish an animal's ability to perceive pain but not all drugs 
can extinguish pain completely. For this reason, the ideal pre-euthanasia 
drugs, according to the Humane Society of the United States, are both an 
analgesic and an anesthetic. 


g) Anesthetic: 


Animals to which an anesthetic agent has been administered completely 
lost the ability to feel pain (analgesia), is immobilized, and ideally 
unconscious while their vital functions (heart-beat, breathing) are still 
retained. In addition, according to the Humane Society of the United 
States’ Euthanasia Reference Manual, the ideal pre-euthanasia drugs are 
both analgesic and anesthetic and used at a proper dosage to achieve all 
of the ideals (3). 


According to the AVMA (American Veterinary Medical Association) euthanasia 
methods are categorized into three main methods. Those methods that 


1. Directly destroy the conscious center of the brain 
2. Interrupt blood supply or oxygen supply to the brain 
3. Anesthetize the brain 
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The method will vary depending on “species, age, size, health, and temperament” 
(Bekoff 164). For example, intravenous injection will be used for calm and friendly 
dogs while injections may not be easily used for small, wild, frightened, sick 
animals, or animals with low blood pressure (Bekoff 164). In these cases 
sedatives, tranquilizers, or inhalation of carbon dioxide might be chosen since 
these animals might be hard to handle and can be euthanized more easily and 
humanly, according to Dr. Scott Ruth (Arizona Spay Neuter Clinic, Tucson). 


In addition, according to the Australian RSPCA (Royal Society for the Prevention 
of Cruelty to Animals), methods of ending animal's lives depend and vary 
regarding to the species and the circumstances; but all methods have to satisfy 
below criterion and have to be executed by a skilled operator with appropriated 
training (Spedding 53): 


e Death without panic, pain, or distress 

e Instant death or unconsciousness 

e Reliability for single or larger numbers 

e Simplicity and minimal maintenance 

e Minimal environmental impact 

e Minimal emotional impact on operators or observers 


In case an animal is seriously injured and is suffering, emergency killing still 
depends on a number of factors such as availability of help, trained or 
experienced help, suitable equipment present, and perceived condition of the 
animals (Bekoff 165; Spedding 53). But there is no alternative to spare the animal 
from suffering. 


This all differs from euthanasia in shelters and animal care centers where animals 
are euthanized due to overcrowding, behavioral issues, distress, and other 
factors. 


The National Federation of Humane Societies has developed Euthanasia Best 
Practices for Companion Animals and provides this information to organizations to 
ensure that euthanasia is performed in the most humane way. Main points are, 
besides two people having to perform the euthanasia procedure for the comfort of 
the animal, the safety of the individuals, and the procedures to conform to State 
and Federal regulations in regards to handling of controlled substances: 


e Noliving animal should be able to witness euthanasia taking place 
e all friendly and socialized animals should be handled gently and with 
compassion 
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e for animals’ welfare pre-sedation or pre-anesthesia should always be an option 
to be used at the discretion of veterinarian or vet technician performing 
euthanasia 

e preferred method for dogs, puppies, cats, and kittens (including pregnant 
animals) are Intravenous (IV) injections while Intraperitoneal (IP) injections on 
cats and kittens should only be used as a last resort and with the animal being 
pre-anesthetized or re-sedated. 

e Intracardiac (IC) injections of deeply anesthetized (not sedated or tranquilized) 
should be used where IV or IP cannot be gently administered due to the 
animal’s temperature or physical condition. These methods should only be 
used as a last resort since IC injections, given by passing the needle through 
the chest wall directly into the heart are painful and can cause considerable 
distress and pain. Therefore, it is required to be done under general 
anesthesia to ensure that the animals will not feel it, according to Dr. since the 
needles will be passed through the chest wall. 

e Sodium pentobarbital dose at 1 ml per ten pounds for IV and IC. 3 ml per ten 
pounds for IP administration. Dosage should be adjusted for pregnant, heavily 
muscled or circulatory compromised animals. 

e Backup drugs (Sedation and euthanasia) should always be available to 
respond to unanticipated circumstances or emergencies. 

e Death must be verified on every animal via usage of the stethoscope 
technique as the preferred method. 


Another route occasionally used for skinnier and older cats for which IV’s are hard 
to administer, according to Dr. Harrison Nelson, are Intrathecal injections during 
which the drugs are injected directly into the kidney. 


Explanation of Definitions 


In order to understand how to reduce euthanasia rates, we must first examine 
how data regarding shelter animals is typically gathered and compiled. 
Organizations’ data must be comparable in an “apples-to-apples” manner to be 
collected, compiled, and analyzed in a way that multiple organizations can use it 
and, therefore, these organizations need to use a common language. According 
to “Metrics & Measurements Committee” of the National Federation of Humane 
Societies, below definitions and explanations were agreed upon in March 2011 to 
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make the collection and analysis of data on animal euthanasia comparable ona 
large scale (NFHS 2): 


Intakes: 
All animals admitted to the shelter alive. 


All Outcomes: 

The final disposition of animals admitted to a shelter such as adoption, return to 
owner (RTO), transfer (for example to rescues or other organizations or any 
lifesaving program), euthanasia, shelter death, etc). 


Euthanasia Outcomes: 
All animals admitted to the shelter and then were euthanized. 


Live Outcomes: 
All adopted animals, animals returned to owner (RTO), animals transferred to 
other organizations or lifesaving program (animals leaving the shelter alive). 


What is a Euthanasia Rate? 


Different organizations, shelters, alliances, used different formulas to calculate 
Euthanasia rates for their statistics; and statistics are navigational devices which 
give a lot of information about the past, the present, what needs to be done to get 
where the organizations wants to go. Therefore, statistics give objective 
standards for measuring results and provide tools on how well organizations are 
doing compared to other organizations or compared to their own 
accomplishments of prior years. Shelter statistics are published to provide 
transparency. Important numbers for shelters, recues, and organizations to track 
are the number of intakes and the number of outcomes (adoptions, transfers, 
RTO, owner requested euthanasia, etc.). 


During the past four decades, a shift in shelter mentality is noticeable towards 
reducing euthanasia rates. Since shelter mentality across the U.S. changed to 
lowering euthanasia rates and, therefore, euthanasia rates are no longer used for 
shelter records, the inverse rates (Live-Release Rates) are commonly used for 
statistical reports of shelters, facilities, organizations, and communities. 
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What is a Live-Release Rate (LRR)? 


Live-Release rates are the percentage of animals taken into to shelters, facilities, 
organizations and have a registered live outcome from this facility which could be 
via adoption, return to owner, transfers to another organization. 


Different formulas are used to calculate the Live-Release-Rates and to put the 
results into statistics. The most commonly used formulas are: 


1. National Federation of Humane Societies basic data matrix 
2. Asilomar Accords Live Release Rate 

a. Asilomar “Lite” Live Release Rate 
3. ASPCA Live Release Rate 


4. Save Rate 


1.) National Federation of Humane Societies (NFHS) Basic Data Matrix 


The NFHS shares its basic data matrix with its member organizations and the 
animal shelter community. According to the NFHS website, the matrix is 
supported by many national organizations such as ASPCA, PetSmart Charities, 
the HSUS, Maddie’s Fund, Asilomar Accords working groups etc. 

The matrix is aimed to increase the collection of data collaboratively and to 
provide a tool for local organizations to benchmark their productivity against other 
organizations with certain measurables such as same region, same size, and 
same organization type. This matrix will help to compare organizations in an 
“apples-to-apples’ manner and therefore the usage of a common language or 
format is a must. This basic data matrix agreed on minimum data points and 
definitions. Below is a list of the data points necessary for the matrix to work, 
provided by the NFHS: 


Tracking by Species and Age: 

Due to the high risk for adult dogs, a breakdown by species and age is suggested, 
but only tracking by species is a good starting point: e.g. puppy and kitten under 5 
months of age. 
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Determination of Age: 

The matrix utilizes 5 months of age as a break point between puppy/kitten and 
adult dogs and cats. The guidance for staff is recognition of permanent canines, 
premolars, molars, etc. (The Humane Society of the United States, 1996) 


Beginning and Ending Shelter Counts: 
All animals at the facility need to be physically counted as well as all animals who 
are not physically within the shelter e.g. in foster care, in a veterinary hospital, etc. 


Definition Owner Indented Euthanasia: 

Since some shelters offer pet euthanasia as a service to the public, the definition 
of euthanasia “at the request of owner” is used for pets whose owner brought the 
pet into the shelter specifically for the euthanasia service. 


Definition of Live Admission Only: 

Refers to tracking all live animals at the time they come into an agency’s 
possession. Animals who were not alive (dead) at the time of the agency’s 
possession may be counted but this information is not tracked by this matrix. 


Definition of Possession 

The primary concept of ownership is tracked and this means that, for example, all 
animals in foster care are still in the agency’s possession (ownership) while all 
adopted animals or animals transferred to another agency are in possession of a 
new owner or in possession of another agency. 


Definition of “Others” 

The focus of the basic data matrix is on canines and felines even though other 
organizations may care for other pets such as rabbits, ferrets or wildlife these 
numbers are not captured in this matrix. 


An example of how the format of the National Federation of Humane Societies’ 
Basic Animal Stats Matrix looks like can be found on the next page. 
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NATIONAL FEDERATION OF HUMANE SOCIETIES 
BASIC ANIMAL STATS MATRIX 
(vrs 10-2013) 


BASIC DATA MATRIX (Oct 2013 


Age at Intake 

Should incdude animals in shelter and animals 
admitted but currently in foster care or other 
offsite facility. 


Beginning Animal Count 
((hestee= | | 1:Hemeniet | Hnvnnmnnnen tet) 


Live Intake 


fermi | 
he Relinquished by Owner 


. Owner Intended Euthanasia 
. Transferred in from Agency 


Admitted through animal control/stated to be 
unowned or freeroaming 


Admitted by owner 


Limited to this definition: Admission of pets 
whose owner brought the pet to the shelter with 
the INTENT of requesting euthanasis 


An admission from another agency - for adoption, 
large scale seizure support, etc. 


impounds for cruelty cases & protective custody. 
Also, pets boen while in care, and others types of 
admission not captured above. 


Sum of 8, C, D, Eand F 


Final adoptions only, having permanently left the 
Agency's possession. For example, it does NOT 
include animals placed in foster care or on 
overnight ‘trial’ stays. 

Stray or Owner Reliquished animal returned to 
their owner 


Transferred out of the Agency's possession to 
another entity 


Animals included in Intake, altered and returned 
to stray capture location as free-roaming felines 


Sern cat programs, etc 


Sum of H, |, J, Kand L 


Animals who die while sheltered 


Animals whose outcome is unknown [may have 
escaped the shelter, outcome was not recorded 
and unknown) 


All euthanasia other than that performed by the 
definition below as Owner Intended Euthanasia. 


Limited to this definition: Euthanasia of pets 
whose owner brought the pet to the shelter with 
the INTENT of utilizing euthanasia services 


Sum of N, O, PandQ 
Sum of M and R 
Should include animals in shelter and animals 


admitted but currently in foster care or offsite 
facility 


Note: To check your statistics and calculations /A plus G should equal S$ 9\Z+ T 


Testwestinc: | QO | 
Total S-+1d2thyT = | OF 


Fig. 1 
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2.) Asilomar Accords 


In August 2004, eighteen (18) animal welfare leaders met to develop 
relationships, to express a shared mission among the national animal welfare 
industry with the goal to reduce euthanasia of dogs and cats significantly while 
collecting and sharing animal shelter data and statistics, according to the Asilomar 
website. The result of this meeting is the Asilomar Accords which includes four 
main points: 


a) Set of guiding principles 

b) Standardized definitions 

c) Statistics tables to track shelter populations, and 

d) Formula to determine live-release rates of shelters. 


Guiding principles of Asilomar Accords are: agreement to foster mutual respect for 
each other, commitment to dialogue, analysis, and potential modification of the 
vision as needed when change and progress is made. The following definitions 
and terms were created to ensure consistent data collection and reporting across 
Asilomar participants and with the Asilomar Accords method, each animal will be 
registered upon arrival with one of the below described condition status. The 
definition and terms are “applied as a standard for categorizing dogs and cats in 
each category”, according to the Asilomar website, and “are not meant to define 
the outcome for each animal entrusted” in the care of each participant (Asilomar): 


The official terms as listed in “The Asilomar Accords” are listed below and “mean 
and include” all dogs and cats when taken into possession of the shelters (6): 


Healthy: 
e appear to be eight weeks of age (minimum) 


e without any signs of “behavioral or temperamental characteristics that 
could pose a health or safety risk” or otherwise could make the animal 
“unsuitable for placement as a pet” 


e without manifested sign of “disease, injury, congenital or hereditary 
condition that adversely affects the health of the animal or that is likely to 
adversely affect the animal's health in the future” (Asilomar Accords 6). 
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Treatable: 


Not “healthy” but most likely to become “healthy”, who are “rehabilitable” as well 
as “manageable” 


e Rehabilitable: 


If medical, foster, behavioral, or other care is administered “equivalent to the 
care typically provided to pets by reasonable and caring pet owners/guardians 
in the community” (Asilomar 6) 


e Manageable: 


o Maintain a satisfactory quality of life (regardless of the care provided) 

o If medical, foster, behavioral, or other care (including long-term care) is 
administered equal to the “care typically provided to pets by reasonable 
and caring pet owners/guardians in the community” (Asilomar 6) 

o However, cats and dogs who are determined to pose a significant risk to 
human health or to the health (and safety) of other animals are not 
included. 


Unhealthy and Untreatable: 


Animals not likely to become "healthy" or "treatable" even if the care typically 
provided to pets by reasonable and caring pet owners/guardians in the community 
is administered for one or more of below reasons (Asilomar 6): 


e behavioral or temperamental characteristic that poses a health or safety 
risk, or otherwise makes the animal unsuitable for placement as a pet, 

e suffering from a disease, injury, or congenital or hereditary condition that 
adversely affects the animal's health (or in the future), 

e less than eight weeks of age 


When animals numbers are registered according to above definitions, their 
numbers can then are gathered and the LRR be calculated. The formula for the 
Asilomar Accords Live Release Rate is 


Live Outcomes : 
(All Outcomes — Unhealthy/Untreatable Owner Requested Euthanasia) 


Live outcomes include adoptions, outgoing transfers to other organizations, and 
RTO) and total outcomes include all live outcomes plus euthanasia excluding 
owner requested euthanasia of unhealthy and untreatable animals, and died/lost 
animals in shelter care. 
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It should also be mentioned that below points influence the calculations: 

a) the interpretation of the definition “unhealthy/untreatable” 

b) Conditions status is defined at only one specific point (generally at the time of 
intake/admission) do not define outcomes. For example: A healthy animal 
may be euthanized while an unhealthy/untreatable animal may be re-homed 
(NFHS, 3). 


Since the Asilomar formula can be used by an individual agency as well as 
community or coalitions the slight differences must be noted. For example: 
Community or coalitions calculations do not include transfers within the 
community coalition to avoid double-counting. 


The following form (Fig. 3) is used by both, the individual agency as well as the 
community or coalitions, to report and calculate their numbers: 


Using the below form Individual Agency calculate the LRR as 


Annual Live Release Rate = (1+ J+K+L)/(T) x 100= % 


Adoptions + all outgoing transfers + RTO 
Total Outcomes 


(excluding owner requested euthanasia (unhealthy & untreatable) as well as 
animals died/lost while in the shelter/care. 


LRR Calculation for Community or Coalition 
Annual Live Release Rate = (1 + K + L)/ (T — J) x 100 = % 


Adoptions + RTO 
Total Outcomes 


(excluding all outgoing transfers, owner requested euthanasia (unhealthy & 
untreatable) as well as animals died/lost while in the shelter/care) 


Reports for both, individual agencies as well as community or coalitions, have to 
include the following statement: 


"The Annual Live Release Rate does not include owner/guardian 
requested euthanasia [see Line R] and dogs and cats that died or were lost 
in the shelter/care [see Line UJ." 


An example on the Asilomar Accords Live Release Rate form can be found on 
the next page. 
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lV. Annual Animal Statistics & Live Release Rate Formulas 


1. Annual Animal Statistics Table Dog Cat Total 


Incoming Transfers from Organizations within Community/Coalition 
Incoming Transfers from Organizations outside Community/Coalition 


nim); o!o 


Owner/Guardian Requested Euthanasia (Unhealthy & Untreatable Only) 
ADJUSTED TOTAL INTAKE [F minus G] 


ADOPTIONS 


J OUTGOING TRANSFERS to Organizations within Community/Coalition 


OUTGOING TRANSFERS to Organizations outside Community/Coalition 


SUBTOTAL OUTCOMES [I +J+K+L+$] Excludes Owner/Guardian Requested Euthanasia 
(Unhealthy & Untreatable Only) 


TOTAL OUTCOMES [T + U] Excludes Owner/Guardian Requested Euthanasia 
(Unhealthy & Untreatable Only) 


A | BEGINNING SHELTER COUNT (date) 
INTAKE (Live Dogs & Cats Only) | 
From the Public 


From Owners/Guardians Requesting Euthanasia 
Total Intake [B+C+D+E] 


To check the accuracy of the shelter data you've compiled, the Beginning Shelter Count (A) plus the Adjusted Total 
Intake (H) should equal the Total Outcomes (V) plus the Ending Shelter Count (W): A+ H=V+W 


Fig. 2 
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a) Asilomar “Lite” Live Release Rate 
The “lite” formula is the same as the Asilomar Live Release Rate formula 
except that the all outcomes are not adjusted by “Owner Requested 
Euthanasia” for unhealthy/untreatable animals upon admission. 


According to the NFHS, the Asilomar Accords “Lite” Live Release Rate 
formula is (4),: 

Live Outcomes 

All Outcomes 


This formula is often times used by facilities, communities, or organizations 
that do not have the capacity to assign a condition status (healthy, 
treatable, and unhealthy/ untreatable) for animals at Intake/Admission. It 
also provides information about a facilities’ activity outcome and useful 
insight for organizations whose animals might not be available for adoption 
over an extended period of time during animal cruelty investigations (NFHS 
4). 


3.) ASPCA formula 


Even though the Asilomar Accords may be the most widely used data collection 
and data report approach, according to the ASPCA website, Asilomar Accords 
cannot be used for an “epidemiological approach” on a national level due to its 
definitions and formulas which might have been altered at the discretion of 
shelters, facilities, organizations, or communities. The main definition and terms 
in question are “treatable”, “unhealthy”, “save rate” for which there is no nationally 
agreed upon definition. 


The ASPCA has numerous national coalitions focusing on animal overpopulation 
issues in shelters. Through the intensive and collaborative efforts of more than ten 
(10) ASPCA partner communities across the United States, the ASPCA has 
determined a number of indicators should be tracked to understand progress in 
decreasing the number of animals at risk. These indicators include Intake, length 
of stay, euthanasia rates and Live Release Rates; and are calculated as a 
percentage of animals who have a live outcome compared to the total intake of 
animals. 


Contrary to the Asilomar LRR, the ASPCA LRR divides Live Outcomes by Intakes 
and not by All Outcomes. According to the NFHS, the ASPCA Live Release Rate 
formula calculates (5): 
Total Live Outcomes 
Intake 
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This means the result informs about the percentage of the Live Outcomes of all 
Intakes but does not provide information about “how Live Outcomes compare to 
All Outcomes” (NFHS 5). The rate, therefore, measures the activity related to the 
impact of all intakes and the number of Live Outcomes; the formula shows the 
direct relationship that the number of Intakes will have on Live Outcomes. For 
example: When strategies are used to decrease intakes while Live Outcomes 
increase, the LRR goes up. Because animal Intakes are included in the formula, 
this crucial component is reflected in the LRR and give the organizations/ 
facilities/communities the opportunity to examine the impacts of Intakes. 


4.) Save Rate 


The Save Rate is also called the “Not Euthanized Rate” informs about the 
percentages of animals admitted to shelters who were not euthanized. 


The Save Rate formula, according to NFHS, is (6): 


(Intakes — Euthanasia Outcomes) 


Intake 


The formula assumes “than an animal saved is an animal not euthanized” (NFHS 
6). At the same time the rate does not provide information about the Live 
Outcome percentage of the admitted animals and is not useful for organizations 
defining animals saved with “Live Outcome” such as adoption, RTO, etc). The 
results give only limited insight about the work of organizations, facilities, 
communities since only Intakes and Euthanasia outcomes are utilized. For 
example, according to the formula, animals admitted to the facilities and housed 
for extended periods of time (over years) without a Live Outcome, are considered 
“saved”. 


In summary, all four aforementioned and explained formulas are listed in the 
below table for an overview. Depending on the facility, community, organization 
and their admission profiles, different formulas are used for different purposes so 
that their results cannot easily be compared across all shelters, organizations, and 
facilities. Some alliances use the same formula to be able to contrast, compare 
and apply their data fora common goal. Overall, it is important to know which 
formula was used when comparing the Live Release Rates. 
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The Rate The Formula 


Asilomar Live Release Rate | Live Outcomes divided by (All Outcomes minus unhealthy/untreatable) 
Asilomar LITE Live Release Rate Live Outcomes divided by All Outcomes 
ASPCA Live Release Rate | Live Outcomes divided by Intake 
Save Rate | (Intake — Euthanasia Outcomes) divided by Intake 
Fig. 3 


Problem Statement 


The numbers of companion animals admitted to shelters across the U.S. with 
around 7.6 million per year are alarming (ASPCA pet statistics website). The 
most likely reasons for animals admitted to shelters are from the owner viewpoint: 
divorce or breakups, foreclosure, death in family, economic problems, minor, 
behavioral problems, as well as lack of identification (ID) to match the animals 
with the owner. 


The number of animals that are euthanized in U.S. shelters every year is as 
alarming. Of the around 7.6 million companion animals admitted to shelters, 
around 3 million are euthanized every single year, according to the pet statistics 
on the ASPCA website. This number is too high and animals should not be 
euthanized due to human inability or lack of ownership responsibility. 


Different approaches are in progress across the U.S. to decrease the number of 


euthanized animals in shelters and universal solutions are in need to be found 
and implemented across all shelters in the U.S. 
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Motivation 


During my research for an Eller course called “Consulting for non-profit 
organizations”, | worked with Pima Alliance for Animal Welfare (PAAW), a 
volunteer organization working towards ensuring that all Pima County companion 
animals have a loving home and humane care, and learned the importance to 
engage residents, agencies, and organizations in adoption and spay/neuter 
efforts, educate on responsible breeding, and conscientious pet ownership. 
Furthermore, | learnt about the high euthanasia rates in the local main shelters in 
Tucson. 


The analyzed data presented to the client PAAW was used to apply for grants by 
the Pima Animal Care Center and the Humane Society of Southern Arizona. Both 
facilities received the grants they applied for and both are currently being used by 


a) the Humane Society of Southern Arizona towards the “Fix it, Tucson!” initiative 
providing free spay or neuter surgeries of dogs and puppies in the indicated zip 
code with the highest number of unneutered dogs (85705). The mostly low- 
income dog owners have to show one form of identification that indicates that they 
live in the indicated zip code 


b) Pima Animal Care Center towards Community Cats, a trap-neuter-return (TNR) 
initiative for feral cats in which a colony of feral cats is trapped, gets 
spayed/neutered and immediately returned to the colony's location. All neutered 
animals receive a tip ear to be easily identified as an altered animal and — in case 
it might get trapped again- can be immediately released on site. 


My passion for animal welfare and the realization that | was able to use my 
analytical skills to provide valuable data and implementation strategies that are 
currently being used to help save the lives of thousands of companion animals as 
well as feral cats in Tucson, helped me to recognize the important effect of the 
topic within our community. This research project should help find and indicate 
successful interventions to reduce euthanasia rates as well as any correlation 
and/or interrelation to further overall improvements in animal welfare across the 
West Coast States. 
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Ill. Related Work 


The Journal of Applied Animal Welfare Science, The Veterinary Journal, as well 
as the Journal of American Veterinary Medical Association, are great resources 
for related works in the field of Animal Welfare. Three study articles were 
selected due to their findings in hindsight of euthanasia numbers in shelters as 
well as due to their information regarding TNR programs and their impact on cat 
intakes in shelters. 


The first study by Morris et. al. (2011) analyzed euthanasia numbers (besides 
other measurable) of cats and dogs in shelters in Colorado between 2000 and 
2007 and the different outcomes in urban versus rural Subgroups. The second 
article by Levy et. al. (2014) analyzed the effects of trap-neuter-return programs in 
targeted areas and adoption of community cats on cat intakes to shelters in north 
central Florida. The third article by Morris and Gies (2014) focused on data 
analysis on three scales in animal shelters in Metro Denver, Colorado between 
1989 and 2010, and also demonstrates the importance to record and analyze 
shelter data on a large scale to be able to identify possible trends in animal 
welfare. 


First Study (Morris, Wolf, and Gies): 


The study of Morris, Wolf, and Gies was published 2011 in the Journal of 
American Veterinary Medical Association (JAVMA) titled “Trends in intake and 
outcome data for animal shelters in Colorado, 2000 to 2007” and, according to the 
authors, the study found the number of unwanted cats in Colorado shelters 
increased while the number of unwanted dogs in Colorado shelters decreased 
over the period of the study (Morris et. al. 331). In addition the authors found that 
transfers were increasingly used to transport the animals to optimize their 
adoption chances. For example, even though no increase in the number of cat 
adoption was found (per 1,000 residents), the number of cats transferred 
increased by 140 percent, while, at the same time, it was found that the LRR for 
cats decreased by 11.6 percent (331). 


According to the authors, the dog intake numbers did not suggest a significant 
change of the course of the study; neither for rural nor for urban dog intakes. 
Cats intakes on the other hand increased by almost 24 percent in the urban 
subgroup while there were no changes in cat intakes in the rural subgroup (332). 
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Morris et. al. also compared the urban versus rural euthanasia of dogs and found 
that the number of euthanized dogs in the urban group with 11,956 dogs 
remained unchanged while the euthanasia numbers in the rural group decreased 
(332). The numbers for cats were even more shocking. Rural shelters had no 
change in cat euthanasia numbers but in the urban subgroup a 72.2 percent 
increase of cat euthanasia was noted with 12,136 cats euthanized in 2000 (333). 


All in all, the study found that the number of unwanted dogs in the study time 
frame between 2000 and 2007 remained unchanged while the number of 
unwanted cats increased (334). It was also mentioned that one reason for the 
higher cat intakes could be the emergence of no-kill facilities and the raised 
awareness of the public with the topic so that local shelters might notice more cat 
relinquishments due to “raised community profiles” (334). 


Second Study (Levy, Isaza, and Scott): 


The study of Levy et al. (2014) examined the cat disposition in Florida in regards 
to the recent TNR projects in Alachua County. The authors mentioned that 
information about the free TNR program (in form of flyers and brochures) was 
mailed to every residential and business address in the target area multiple times 
during the TNR period of two years. In addition, study staff members and 
volunteers went from door to door to inform all residents about the spay-neuter 
program called Operation Catnip. The TNR program was available to all 
unaltered “unowned free-rooming community cats in the county” and the article 
states that approximately 2,100 TNR surgeries were performed annually 
throughout the county (271). 


The study found that around 54 percent of the community cat population (2,366 
cats) underwent surgery through the TNR program in the study period of two 
years. It was also found that 47 percent (1,113 cats) were either adopted or 
transferred to rescue groups while 52 percent were either relocated to other 
colonies or returned to their original pickup location (271), 11 debilitated cats (0.5 
percent) were euthanized or six cats (0.3 percent) died during surgery. Levy et. 
al. confirmed that community cats account for almost half of the local cat 
population and that the TNR program focused on community outreach, high- 
volume spay/neuter surgeries, and adoption in the targeted area of high intake 
shelters; in addition, a decrease of 66 percent cat impoundments over the period 
of two years was also found (273). Moreover, the authors stated that the 
decrease in intake numbers were most likely due to “several factors, including a 
decrease in kitten births via neutering, decrease nuisance behavior associated 
with breeding and territorial defense, and creation of alternatives to impoundment” 
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and also due to referred calls from residents about community cats to the study 
teams (instead the animal control officers) which talked to the residents and 
received confirmation about the cats returning to the site after alter surgery (273). 


In summary, the authors concluded that intensive TNR and adoption programs 
(~60 cats per 1,000 residents annually) in an urban area with high cat intakes in 
the shelter resulted in an intake decrease of 66 percent and that low-impact long- 
standing nation-wide TNR rates of 8 cats per 1,000 residents annually do not 
cause substantial reduction in shelter cat intakes. It was found that high-impact 
TNR programs are an alternative to shelter impoundment and can improve cat 
welfare, reduce cat colonies, as well as reduce shelter intake of cats on a large 
scale due to decrease in community cat population. 


Third Study (Morris and Gies): 


The study of Morris and Gies was published in the Journal of Applied Animal 
Welfare Science in 2014 and titled “Trends in Intake and Outcome Data for 
Animal Shelters in a Large U.S. Metropolitan Area, 1989 to 2010” and analyzed 
shelter data of four shelters (Aurora Animal Shelter, Denver Municipal Animal 
Shelter, Dumb Friends League, and Table Mountain Animal Center) in three 
counties over a study period of 22 years. 


According to the authors, efforts to reduce the number of unwanted companion 
animals in shelters have centered on making shelter animals the primary source 
of companion animals as well as increasing efforts in spay/neuter of cats and 
dogs (Morris and Gies 59). Morris and Gies also pointed out a variety of 
programs developed to educate the public on animal welfare issues as well as 
other efforts such as licensing requirements, improved identification methods, as 
well as established websites to facilitate the search for lost pets (59). 


In 2010, the authors noticed a decrease of 24 percent in shelter intakes compared 
to 1989 with “only” 21,000 dogs and 16,000 cats intake (59). When separating 
the numbers, Morris and Gies found that dog intakes decreased by 44 percent, 
euthanasia decreased by 77 percent, and the LRR increased by 39 percent (59). 
For cats, on the other hand, intakes decreased by 53 percent between 1989 and 
1998 followed by an increase of 11 percent between 1998 through 2010 while 
euthanasia decreased by 82 percent between 1989 and 2000 followed by a 24 
percent increase through 2010; overall, the LRR doubled during the study period 
(59). 
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IV. 


In addition, it was also found, that in 2010 the cat LRR was around 17 percent 
lower than the dog LRR which the authors found to indicate requirements of 
additional resources and new strategies to decrease cat intakes and increase cat 
adoptions (70). 


The RTO of dogs remained steady at around 27 percent of dog intakes while the 
stray/lost dog intakes decreased by 16 percent indicating improvements in the 
ability to reunite dogs with their owners (68). The low number of RTO for cats 
remained almost unchanged during 22 year study period despite increased efforts 
to increase the rate of micro chipping through subsidized programs and education 
efforts of the public (69-70). 


All in all, the study found overall decreasing trends in intakes as well as 
euthanasia for cats and dogs in the Denver Metropolitan area during the 22 year 
study period. In an ideal world, the reduced intake numbers should reflect the 
success of spay/neuter and other programs aimed to reduce the number of 
unwanted companion animals. The cat and dog transfers to take advances of 
excess shelter capacity and to create additional adoption opportunities seemed to 
also have a positive impact. Increased micro chipping should also increase the 
RTO of cats and dogs but so far, the potential of increased efforts can be seen. 


Research data 


Nature of the Study 


The nature of this study is based on extensive secondary research, analysis of 
public records, and analysis of provided data by animal care centers, shelters or 
welfare organizations across the West Coast, as well as primary research 
including interviews with various animal welfare organizations, shelters, animal 
care centers, and rescue groups that are willing to participate as well as additional 
information found during research and/or suggested by any of the contacts. 


The sources of information and data for this Honors Thesis paper will be the 
provided data focusing on six (6) of West Coast states: Arizona, California, 
Colorado, Oregon, Utah, and Washington. 


The participating organizations, animal shelters, facilities, and/or communities are 
listing in alphabetical order below: 
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e Animal Care and Services (San José, CA) 

e Animal Shelter Alliance of Portland (Portland, OR) 

e ASAP City of Aurora Animal Care Division (Aurora, CO) 

e Cat Adoption Team (Sherwood, OR) 

e Clackamas County Dog Services (Clackamas, OR) 

e HALO Animal Rescue (Phoenix, AZ) 

e Helen Woodward Animal Center (Rancho Santa Fe, CA) 

e Humane Society for Southwest Washington (Vancouver, WA) 

e Humane Society of San Diego (San Diego, CA) 

e Humane Society of Southern Arizona (Tucson, AZ) 

e Humane Society of Utah (Murray, UT) 

e LA Animal Service (Los Angeles, CA) 

e Longmont Humane Society (Longmont, CO) 

e Multnomah County Animal Services (Troutdale, OR) 

e Oregon Humane Society (Portland, OR) 

e Pima Animal Care Center (Tucson, AZ) 

e Second Chance Center for Animals (Flagstaff, AZ) 

e SPCA for Monterey County (Salinas, CA) 

e SpokAnimal C.A.R.E. Your Inland Northwest Humane Society (Spokane, WA) 

e Spokane County Regional Animal Protection Service (Spokane Valley, WA) 

e Spokane Humane Society (Tacoma, WA) 

e Yavapai Humane Society (Prescott, AZ) 

e Washington County Animal Services & Bonnie L. Hays Small Animal Shelter 
(Hillsboro, OR) 


The research questions that this study is based on are: 


e What are successful implementations to reduce euthanasia rates in animal 
care centers and shelters? 

e What are factors that might encourage (or conversely discourage) the use 
of similar interventions in different shelters/cities? 
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e Could some successful implementations of one or more shelters in one 
state be implemented in other states of the West Coast to reduce the 
euthanasia rate? 


V. Method 


The Membership Directory of the Society of Animal Welfare Administrators 
(SAWA), provided by Pat Hubbard of the Humane Society of Southern Arizona, 
was used to contact individuals at the various organizations to request 
participation for this research paper. In this directory, administrative individuals 
were listed in alphabetical order by name with their job title, organization, 
organization address, phone number, organization website, as well as email 
address. All listed individuals received an introductory email including the honors 
thesis prospectus for a better understanding and a participation request with 
information of what data and information was requested. A total of 109 emails 
were sent out of which 38 were not delivered. These 38 organizations then 
received either a telephone call or an email through their web site, or were 
contacted via Facebook. Of these 38 organizations, one replied to the Facebook 
message and three to the second email through their website. 


All in all, the response rate for this research study was 21 percent; when including 
two organizations that replied to inform that their actual facilities were not built yet 
and therefore could not contribute any valuable information the response rate was 
around 23 percent. No replies were received from organizations in the following 
states: Idaho, Nevada, New Mexico, and Wyoming. A few organizations only 
provided their data but did not respond to follow-up emails regarding successful 
implementations/procedures/programs. In these cases, available information from 
their web sites, annual financial reports were used; if no information was 
available, an implementation section was not provided. 


A total of 7 interviews were conducted, four in person and three phone interviews. 
Representatives of no-kill shelters were the fastest responders and most willing 
participants in telephone interviews. Most participants communicated extensively 
through several email while encouraging follow up questions to share their 
knowledge. 


A variety of questions were asked depending on the kind of facility: open-door vs. 

limited admission, no-kill or municipal shelter, or an alliance. Questions that all 

participants were asked: 

e What implementations currently in place at your facility do you consider most 
important to reduce euthanasia/enhance the Live Release Rate? 
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VI. 


e What implementations/procedures/programs did not work? 

e Do you think your implementations/procedures/programs (to reduce 
euthanasia numbers) are sufficient or do you see potential to increase? If you 
see potential, please explain. 

e When educating the public, do you focus on specific groups? If so, which and 
why? 

e What is the most important program/procedure/implementation you think every 
shelter should have in place? 

e Do you want to share plans for any future implementations/procedures/ 
programs? 

e Is there anything else that you want add? 


23 participating shelters, organizations, and communities across the West Coast 
of the U.S. provided either annual data and/or information on best practices, 
current and future implementations, or both. Individual CEOs, Vice Presidents, 
Directors of Operations etc, also agreed to interviews in person or via phone to 
discuss and share their Best Practices and/or implementations they seek most 
successful in their facilities. 


Results 


All of the below graphs were created from the provided data of the participating 
shelters, organizations, communities, and facilities; Information about successful 
implementations as well as strategies to reduce euthanasia as well as to increase 
the LRR were retrieved either from the facilities websites, through electronic 
correspondence, telephone interviews, and/or personal interviews. The details are 
listed by state and facility in alphabetical order. 


Arizona 


Flagstaff, Arizona 
Second Chance Center for Animals (SCCA) 


The Second Chance Center for Animals in Flagstaff is a limited enrollment (or 
limited intake) shelter which means that only animals are taken in when there is 
room available and when those animals pass the intake protocols. According to 
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Mr. Kevin Hertell, the SCCA exclusively rescues from the rescues™, which 
means they rescue from up to 37 other rescues, helping to alleviate overcrowding 
and euthanasia for those rescues. 


There are only rare instances in which the SCCA has to euthanize an animal for 
extreme medical or extreme behavioral issues. During 2014, only one (1) animal 
had to be euthanized all year. 


Hertell also mentioned that approaching people in the areas that mean the most 
to them is the key for success. Education is one of the priorities for all the work 
done at the SCCA (including education via phone calls). The SCCA offers a wide 
variety of classes in the Canine Academy training program, starting with Puppy 
Kindergarten for puppies between 8 and 16 weeks of age, Grade School, High 
school, and the Canine Good Citizen Test. In addition, private lessons, behavioral 
consults, basic and advanced handling classes are also offered as animal training 
and enrichment for volunteers. Hertell furthermore pointed out that while some 
people are open to being educated, others are unfortunately not. The more 
diverse the education offering is the better are the results. 


Phoenix, AZ 
HALO Animal Rescue 


HALO Animal Rescue is a no-kill limited admission organization and 501(c)(3) 
non-profit organization that accepts dogs and cats of all ages, sizes, and breeds. 
HALO is a recipient of a Maddie’s Fund grant for a nine year project with the goal 
of ending euthanasia of “healthy” and “treatable” animals in Maricopa County. 
The project ended October 31, 2011 and came close to the set goals. HALO 
stands for Helping Animals Live On and focuses on partnering with local open- 
admission shelters to continue helping as many “treatable” animals as possible. 


HALO is also a part of a coalition of seven local rescue organizations (Altered 
Tails Barnhard Clinic, Animal Defense League of Arizona (ADLA), Arizona 
Humane Society, PACC911, and MCACC) called the Alliance for Companion 
Animals which raises money for the Fix.Adopt.Save initiative and its goal to 
increase LRR in local shelters, decrease the intake numbers and decrease 
euthanasia rates. 


The data on which the below graphs and LRRs are based on were taken from 
HALO’s statistics published on their website based and calculated based on the 
Asilomar Accords formula. 
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The LRR increased by 4.4 points between 2010 and 2011 and peaked at 99.3 
percent in 2012 even after the grant project ended (on October 31, 2011). Since 
functioning as an in-house adoption center at the MCACC from January 2013 
onward, the LRR decreased by 0.5 points but stayed at the 2011 level. 


The breakdown of the LRR between dogs and cats can be seen in more detail in 
the next chart. 


HALO - LRR (Dogs and Cats) 
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According to HALO’s website the majority of their animals are transfers from two 
local partner agencies (the AZ Human Society and Maricopa County Animal Care 
and Control). The breakdown for 2013 was: 1.4 percent Owner Surrender (taken 
directly from their owner), 7.4 percent Returned animals (adopted through HALO 
but unfortunately returned to HALO), and 91.2 percent transfer animals from local 
rescue organizations. Since January 2013, HALO has a shared space with 
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Maricopa County Animal Care and Control (MCACC) and is considered an in- 
house adoption partner to increase standards of animal care, to elevate customer 
service for individuals and families looking to adopt as well as to increase the 
shelters ability to treat injured, sick, underage, and/or fearful animals from their 
arrival at the shelter. 


According to Heather Allen, the HALO team assesses the health and behavior of 
all animal intakes at the shelter from the previous day to evaluate if these animals 
are good matches for their adoption program, foster program, or hospital/isolation 
unit. Unfortunately, space is the determining factor of HALO to take animals from 
the shelter into their care. If there is no space at HALO, even adoptable animals 
have to be passed up on and remain in the MCACC system. The animals that are 
designated for HALO receive a red color in addition to the computer system entry, 
Allen informed, to visually indicate that these animals are going to be transferred 
to HALO once their stray hold period ended and the owner did not reclaim the 
animal. 


Prescott, AZ 
Yavapai Humane Society (YHS) 


The Yavapai Humane Society (YHS), like every local humane society in every 
city, town, and county, was founded to help homeless animals and to provide 
medical treatment to injured, neglected, and abused animals. The YHS also has 
contractual obligation to provide animal care for stray dogs and cats brought in by 
animal control officers of Prescott, Prescott Valley, and Yavapai County. 


In 2010, a no-kill ethic was implemented at the YHS and the euthanasia rates 
decreased significantly since then. The no-kill principle, advocated by the No kill 
advocacy center in Oakland, CA, promotes the principal that healthy and treatable 
animals are not euthanized due to lack of space or resources available. In 
addition, all participating animal shelters should apply the same criteria for 
deciding animal’s fate in regards to veterinarian care and following the lead of the 
no kill advocacy center. Ed Boks, YHS Executive Director” notes: 


“Killing animals for lack of space may be the quick, convenient, and, 
at least from afar, the easy thing to do. . . The practice of killing 
animals has never been anyone’s idea of an ideal situation - let 
alone anyone’s idea of giving shelter to creatures in need. “ 
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While endorsing the new philosophy he points out that “no animal that comes 
through YHS’s doors will be euthanized out of convenience or lack of space. For 
every one of them, there is somewhere a kind and loving person or family, and it 
is our mission to bring them together.” 


YHS still reports euthanasia rates (kill rates) but also promotes the Live-Release 
Rates which increased to 97 percent in 2013. The Euthanasia or Kill Rate for the 
past 5 years is displayed below: 
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The chart on the next pages displays the LRR for the past 5 years including 
adoptions, transfers to the New Hope organizations, and lost pets returned to their 
owners. 
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With the new no-kill ethics implemented, YHS was able to lower the Euthanasia 
rate in 2010 by 31 percent compared to 2009. In 2013, the Euthanasia rate was 


40 percent 


lower than in 2010 and 90 percent lower than in 2010. 


Put differently, the YHS achieved a total of 67 percent reduction of kills for cats 
and dogs in 2011; with 79 percent reduced kills for cats and 53 percent reduced 
kills for dogs, according to their statistical data. 


The Euthanasia or Kill Rate for the past 5 years is displayed below: 


The LRR is displayed per year and month in below charts. 
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YHS - 2011 Live Release Rates 
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The YHS has several implementations, procedures, and programs in place that 
contributed to the overall decreasing numbers of euthanasia in the shelters: 


e §6S.T.A.R. 
e =P.A.C.K. 
e F.E.L.I.X 


e Safety Net 
e New Hope 
e Enrichment Program 


S.T.A.R. 

Most importantly is the Special Treatment and Recovery (S.T.A.R) fund through 
which the YHS continues to heal animals in medical need which might be 
euthanized in other shelters. This fund provides for medicines, testing, x-rays, as 
well as reconstructive surgeries that the budget of YHS cannot otherwise support. 


P.A.C.K. 

Is a Humane education program for the youth and stands for Proper Animal Care 
Kids. The YHS capitalizes on the children’s interest and love for animals by 
teaching children the basic animal care and importance of spay/neuter, informing 
about animal cruelty and neglect in later years. This program sends educators to 
local schools to educate the topics in age appropriate ways; while smaller children 
receive coloring books. Educating children leads to increased awareness 
throughout the community because children who learn stewardship, compassion, 
and empathy for animals at a young age extend those same qualities to all people 


F.E.L.LX 

Feral Education and Love instead of X-termination is the TNR program for feral 
cats to decrease the feral cat population. This program is promoted as the 
humane feral cat solution and includes feral cat rentals, low-cost spay/neuter 
programs, and barn cat adoption list. The benefits of this Barn Cat program 
include a) reduction of pressure of overcrowded shelters; b) rodents are kept in 
check without chemicals of pest control which are toxic to pets, wildlife, children, 
and the environment, and c) reduction of the public health risk. 


Safety Net 

YHS created a system assisting families and helping them and their pets to stay 
together even during difficult financial times, dislocations, evictions, hospitalization 
etc. which display the main reasons companion animals are admitted to the 
shelters. The system includes and provides foster placement, veterinary help, 
counseling, etc. to prevent a pet losing its home. 
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Animal food might be provided through Community Pet Food Bank for qualifying 
families through Catholic Charities. The program is funded through donations 
from the public; and the number of cases the YHS can help depends on the 
amount of monetary donations in the Safety Fund. In addition, foster families are 
needed to provide temporarily homes (up to 30 days maximum) for the cats and 
dogs of a person or family entering a homeless or domestic violence shelter. 


New Hope 

New Hope program helps to find homes for long-term or hard to place shelter 
animals by a) sending alerts to partnering 501(c)(3) animal organizations, b) 
raising awareness to these companion animals state-wide and nation-wide to find 
potential adopters and donors, c) transferring shelter animals to community 
organizations to receive space for new intakes. 


Enrichment Program 

Is the YHS attempt to improve the daily life of the dogs in its care. This program 
includes activities such as retrievers and pointers, fetch games, food puzzle toys 
(to work for food), chew time with chew toys, leash play as social opportunities to 
practice and maintain dog social skills, and many more. Happy dogs are easier to 
adopt out and through enrichment programs dog are on display in an almost 
normal activity setting. 


Tucson, AZ 
Humane Society of Southern Arizona (HSSA) 


The Humane Society of Southern Arizona is a managed access shelter and 
participant in the practices of the national “no-kill” movement and follows all 
eleven (11) tenets of the no-kill practices as set forward by the No Kill Advocacy 
Center: Feral Cat Trap-Neuter-Return Program, high volume and low cost 
spay/neuter, collaboration with rescue groups, dedicated foster care, 
comprehensive pet adoptions, medical and behavioral rehabilitation, public 
relations/community involvement, strategies to keep pets in homes, engaged 
volunteers, committed leadership, and proactive return to owner of pets. 
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The HSSA calculates its LRR based on the Asilomar Accords formula and the 
results for the past eight (8) years can be found in below graph: 


HSSA - Live Release Rate 
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The LRR increased by almost 27 points (or almost 40 percent) between 2006 and 
2013 and by 9.59 points (11 percent) between 2012 and 2013. 


According to the HSSA’s website, human education for adult and children is 
crucial and a selection of lectures is available for sign-up: 


Education Program 

HSSA provides informative talks for civic groups, senior organizations, businesses 
or professional associations, or other services to inform and engage the 
community. For example during the presentation on Animal Cruelty named Stop 
Animal Cruelty In Its Tracks: You can Make A Difference, presented by Mike 
Duffey, an Animal Cruelty Investigator for the HSSA who worked for the Pima 
County Sheriff's department for 34 years, citizens can learn what animals cruelty 
means, what it entails and what not, what animals are included under Arizona law, 
which are excluded, and the difference of violation as a misdemeanor and a class 
6 felony. 


Kid clubs 


In this club, kids will not only learn about animal welfare but also have the 
Opportunity to directly help the companion animals at the HSSA with fun projects 
such as: 


38| Page 


H.I.P (Hand-in-PAW) Club 

Children between the ages of 6 and 14 who want to make a difference in 
the lives of homeless and neglected animals can participate in activities 
such as dog grooming, biscuit making, fundraising, summer programs, and 
facility tours. 

Movie and a Cuddle 

This event grants kids time during a kid-friendly movie to cozy up to a pet 
VIP in their pajamas. 


Fix it, Tucson! 


HSSA received a grant from PetSmart Charities which is used to assist dog 
owners in one indicated zip code (85705) with free spay and neuter surgeries 
for their pets. As part of the initiative, it is anticipated to spay or neuter about 
1,300 dogs in the zip code at no cost. In additions, necessary vaccination as 
well as pain medications will also be given to the pet, free of charge. Since the 
availability is limited and services are at a first come, first serve basis, dog 
owners must provide proof of zip code residency at the time of the appointment. 
Driver’s license, lease agreements, utility bills are accepted as proof. The 
puppies have to be at minimum eight (8) weeks of age or two pounds of weight. 
In addition, vaccination records of the pet should be provided at the time of the 
appointment. Older dogs, five (5) years or older will receive an evaluation to 
determine if the dog is healthy enough to undergo surgery. 


According to a representative of the HSSA, the most recent implemented 
procedures to reduce euthanasia numbers even further are the treatments 

(and not euthanasia) of animals with: ringworm, heartworm, FIP (feline infectious 
peritonitis), FeLV (feline leukemia virus), upper respiratory infections. 

In addition, the HSSA also outsources medical care that they cannot provide 
themselves. 
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Tucson, AZ 
Pima Animal Care Center (PACC) 


Pima Animal Care Center is the only open admission, municipal, full-service 
animal shelter serving about 25,000 animals a year within Pima County. PACC 
is a division of the Pima County Health Department and is organized into four 
sections: Enforcement, Licensing, Public Outreach and Education, as well as 
Animal Shelter. 


This also means that PACC, the animal shelter, is the only agency in Pima County 
responsible for enforcement of state and local laws and ordinances pertaining to 
animal care. 


In 2009, PACC transitioned into a more modern operation that places increased 
value on treatment, rehabilitation, and adoption of animals. The results of this 
policy change with implementation of new programs and procedures can be 
seen in the increase of the LRR: 
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The LRR increased by almost 19 percent (or 12 points) from the last fiscal 
year 2012-13. Overall, the LRR increase by 100 percent between 2007-08 
to 2013-14; since the start of the new operation model in 2011-12, the LRR 
increased by 38 percent (or 21 points). 


PACC’s LRR rate is calculated based on Total Live Release (TLR) / (TLR + 

Adjusted Total Euthanasia). TLR = Total Adopted + Total Re-homed + Total 
Rescued. The Euthanasia rate was calculated adjusted euthanasia / (TLR + 
adjusted total Euthanasia). 
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At the same time, the euthanasia rate (as an inverse of the LRR) decreased: 


PACC - Euthanasia Rate 


During the last fiscal year (2013-14), PACC handled a total of 24,332 animals; 
15,534 dogs, 8,051 cats, and 747 others. A total of 6,295 animals were 
euthanatized during this time frame which is a decrease of 3812 (or ~38 percent) 
from the prior year. The proportion of Live Outcomes compared to the Animal 
Intakes is displayed for 2007-2008 through 2013-2014 in below chart. 


Animal Intakes vs. Live Outcomes 
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A contributing factor for the significant increase in the number of intakes in 2008- 
2009 of almost 5800 animals (or around 27 percent) is the implementation of a 
drop off fee at the HSSA, also based in Tucson, which implementations directly 
affect the municipal shelter PACC. The HSSA restricted their intake policies even 
more in 2010 when becoming the managed access shelter they are today. 
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The average number of companion animals in the shelter experienced ups and 
downs between 2009-2010 and 2013-2014. The highest amount of animals per 
day in shelter for the fiscal year of 2013-2014 was on average 900.5 and the 
lowest number was 573.3 animals in the shelter per day (on average) in the fiscal 
year 2011-2012. 
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Implementations for the long journey to change into a no-kill facility 


Since 2009, the first changes towards saving animals lives were made through 
the creating the new position of a Rescue Coordinator to restructure and 
legitimize the rescue program which grew from 500 to 2,000 animals that year. 
Also, a Special Needs Adoption (SNA) program was created which is now the 
number 1 lifesaving program. Through this program, animals with special needs 
(orphans, seniors, sick, injured, or disabled animals) and will be adopted through 
rescue groups, a Step that was not possible before. 


Pima Alliance of Animal Welfare (PAAW) 

In autumn of 2011, Pima County began participating in a unique coalition 
designed to use a collaborative approach to positively impact the welfare of 
animals within the community. Shelter representatives, rescue groups, 
representatives of the veterinarian community, as well as other stakeholders have 
since been working together in the Pima Alliance for Animal Welfare (PAAW) 
identifying three main goals: a) eliminate the need for sheltering b) increasing the 
quality of life for pets while being sheltered, and c) ensuring animals are 
successfully re-homed. 


42|Page 


This alliance (and early pre PAAW discussions groups) could be seen as the 
catalyst through which inspirational goals the change process was able to start. 
Strong networks and additional resources are utilized to work towards strategies 
to accomplish these goals. 


Change in shelter policy model 

Another important step to reduce the euthanasia rates in the shelter was to adjust 
the policy model. According to the Notice Public meeting of the Pima Animal Care 
Center Advisory Committee on February 20", 2014, the “Save the Savable 
Animals Model” was implemented. With the move towards saving animal lives at 
the shelter instead of euthanizing, the staff and volunteers at PACC had to start 
thinking about new ways to improve animals’ lives at the shelter while 
implementing new procedures. The overall new direction would not have been 
possible without the right people in key positions. 


Hiring the right people 


Since 2013, Dr. Francisco Garcia is the new Director at the Pima County Health 
Department under which the Pima Animal Care Center (PACC) operates. He 
stated that on his first day of work, he had clear aspiration goals communicated to 
him by representatives of PAAW. The financial budget for PAAC falls into his 
responsibility and he was able to make implement changes to the staffing at 
PACC with creating of a few key positions. 


In 2013, one position at PACC got split into three positions and the right people 
were hired for the positions of Outreach Coordinator, Volunteer Coordinator, and 
Adoption Coordinator. All programs changed ever since, due to the hard work of 
the people in those positions. For example, José Ocafio as Volunteer Coordinator 
was able to increase the volunteer force from 90 people to more than 300 within 
the first year. But the change process did not end here. 


The volume of animals in need of veterinary care at PACC increased with the new 
operation model and for the first time a designated Shelter Veterinarian was hired 
with Dr. Jennifer Wilcox in February of 2014. This gives PACC the opportunity 
to treat more of the animals in-house and reduces the burden on rescue partners. 
Dr. Wilcox’s responsibilities include triage and treatment of the many animals that 
come into the shelter. The shelter needed remodeling to accommodate more 
clinical services to treat animals on day one for pain, infection, and anxiety (as 
needed). To reduce the spread of diseases in the shelter, a goal for the near 
future is vaccines and anti-parasite treatment administered when the animals 
enter the facility. 
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According to Wilcox, “shelter medicine is a new and ever-changing field . . . 
shelter vets think in terms of "population medicine" in order to minimize disease 
outbreaks and reduce pet overpopulation through spay/neuter.” Dr. Wilcox 
informed about plans for staff training to better identify animals in need of vet 
care education of the public on animal welfare to persuade a larger portion of the 
community to adopt from the shelter instead buying on Craigslist or at pet stores. 
In March 2014, Karen Hollish, a former employee at the Petfinder Foundation, 
a Tucson-based nonprofit organization issuing grants to adoption groups across 
North America, also joined PACC as the first-ever Development Director. PACC 
benefits from this because Hollish possesses a strong knowledge of the 
community through her prior work in the fundraising department of the HSSA 
which helps her in her role for leading fund raising efforts of the shelter and 
establishing a formal fund development program. 


The most successful programs since the policy change are: 


Foster Care Program 

In March 2014, after hiring a shelter veterinarian, the first foster program was 
launched with Patricia Cheriton as the Foster Program Coordinator for which she 
as well as Dr. Wilcox serve as a resource for foster volunteers and administer 
medical care for animals placed with PACC fosters. The program is flexible for 
potential foster families that just want to get a “fur fix” without the long-term 
commitment but provides a variety of animals with home care needed. For 
example: nursing animals who are too young for adoption, animals recovering 
from illness or injuries, animals that need socialization, or seniors that are 
deflecting in the shelter environment. All animals placed into foster care help free 
up space inside the shelter for other pets. At the moment around 800 animals are 
in foster care according to José Ocafio, shelter operations manager. 


Reservations on stray holds 

Since adopters are seen as consumers, the shelter changed their model to a “pre- 
altered” model which means that most of the adoptable animals are already 
spayed or neutered before they are available for adoption. Adopters can take 
their new companion animals right with them and do not have to wait three days 
or more for the animals to undergo alter surgery. 


Change in Euthanasia request policy 

Prior to the change, all animals brought in by the owners with a request for 
euthanasia were indeed euthanized. Today, all owners have to surrender their 
animals to the shelter and are informed about that the shelter will determine if the 
animals needs to be euthanatized or not. 
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Additionally, when owners surrender their animals to the shelter for other reasons 
such as economic hardship etc., the animals remain in the shelter for a period of 
time and come in danger to be euthanized, shelter staff will contact the previous 
owners with the euthanasia information to work with them to see if they can take 
the animal back. Most of the times might happen with all fees waived, or just for 
the cost of the license. 


Short-term rescue list 

This is a list for rescue groups indicating all animals in danger to be euthanized 
within the next 72 hours for various medical or behavioral reasons. Within these 
72 hours, all rescues can pull animals from this list and put them into their care. 
José Ocafo reported that 99 percent of all cats on the short-term list leave the 
facility with a rescue group and, therefore, is an effective tool in saving lives. 


Community Cats Program 

The Community Cat Program (CCP) is a 3-year public-private Trap-Neuter-Return 
(TNR) partnership designed to reduce euthanasia of cats at PACC and to reduce 
community (or feral) cat population in targeted areas across Tucson. The short- 
term impacts of this program are estimated to be: sterilization of around 5,000 
community cats over the period of the three years and, therefore, prevent the birth 
of estimated 15,000 kittens. It is also estimated that by the end of year two, the 
cat intake at PACC will be reduced by at least 10 percent and by 25 percent at the 
end of year three. During the past five (5) years, approximately 70 percent of the 
nearly 10,000 community cats coming from the targeted Tucson zip codes were 
euthanized: 6,230 euthanized feral cats in 2009 alone. In the long run, the cat 
intake numbers are expected to decrease significantly and in turn, PACC will see 
a drastic increase in the cat LRR. The costs for this 3-year project are covered by 
a grant from Best Friends Animal Society and a commitment from Pima County. 


Enrichment and Training Program 

To improve dog’s changes for adoption, the completely volunteer-run Enrichment 
and Training Program was implemented in 2014. One of the main ideas was to 
teach the longest stay dogs basic obedience and leash skills to make them more 
adoptable. Kennel enrichment includes efforts to positively engage dogs in their 
kennels via frozen treats, stuffed Kongs, as well as scent on a regular basis. Off- 
leash training takes place in fenced panel play yards which are also used as meet 
and greet areas and as play areas for dogs who have no off leash experience. 
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Future plans include the incorporation of small play groups to encourage positive 
interaction with other shelter dogs which should help participating dogs lose 
excess energy and increase their chances for adoption due to their known social 
skills with other dogs. The program is exclusively funded through donations by 
local businesses and individuals. 


Single Mingle Community Dog Walk 

In February 2014, based on the idea that pets are great social connectors, PACC 
organized a dog walk and cat cuddle event only for singles which provided 
opportunities for interactions between neighbors and other community members. 
Dog walking or cat cuddling functioned as ice breakers in a fun, casual 
atmosphere either while walking a dog at the scenic park behind the shelter or 
through socializing cats indoors in the cat adoption room. The interested public 
got the chance to make new friends, meet others, and connect on one level or 
another. PACC on the other hand increased its awareness and volunteer force. 


Pima Animal Care Bond Improvements 

On November 4", voters of Pima County had the opportunity to decide on 
whether to approve a $22 million bond proposal allowing PACC to meet its animal 
welfare responsibilities. PACC operates in a facility built in 1968 while serving a 
population of 300,000 and warehouse stray animals. Today, Pima County has a 
population of nearly 1 million people and during the past fiscal year, PACC cared 
for more than 24,000. As a result, PACC is chronically overcrowded which 
increases stress level of the animals as well as increases the spread of diseases 
and illnesses in the shelter. The medical facility and the quarantine area are also 
outdated since the shelter was never built to rehabilitate injured animals or care 
for sick animals. It was voted in favor of the approval of the bond which will be 
used for new construction and reconstruction of the current facility (that houses 
around 3 times the number of animals that it was designed for) and will allow 
Pima County to operate a modern facility with durable interior finishes, adequate 
plumbing, air filters, climate control, noise reduction treatment as well as 
sanitation to decrease disease transmissions all while assuring the general well- 
being of the animals housed in the facility. The cost to taxpayers for this $22 
million bond for renovation and construction is calculated with $2.89 annually for 
the homeowner of a house at the median value of about $150,000. 
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California 


Los Angeles, CA 


LA Animal Services 


The six (6) open admission shelters of Los Angeles are operating under the 
Department of Animal Services in Los Angeles, and are all open-door, municipal 
animal shelters, located in: 


- North Central - Harbor 
- South LA - East Valley 
- West LA - West Valley 


Their combined numbers are reported monthly on the LA Animal Service’s website 
and are listed as: dogs, cats, dogs and cats, rabbits, all other animals, pit bulls, 
unweaned kittens, and unweaned puppies. 


Since the shelter did not disclose their definitions for unhealthy, untreatable etc., 
the given data was calculated using the save rate. The results for the past fiscal 
years are below: 


LA Animal Services - SAVE RATE 
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During the past years, the save rate increased from 41 to 60 percent for cats, and 
from 75 to 85 percent for dogs. Unfortunately, it was not possible to find 
implementations that count responsible for the great improvement in the LRR. 
Data on dogs for the fiscal year 2009/10 was not available. 
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Rancho Santa Fe, CA 
Helen Woodward Animal Center (HWAC) 


Established in 1972, the Helen Woodward Animal Center is a private, non-profit 
501(c)(3) organization located in Rancho Santa Fe with 12-acres surrounding the 
facility and fourteen shelters in the San Diego metro area. According to Mike 
Arms, president at the Animal Center, it is a no-kill facility which does not receive 
government funding. Their unique program is called “where people help animals 
and animals help people”. “We work for the animals”, Arms said, and we are in 
the “business of saving lives.” 


A unique approach at the HWAC is that a lot of effort went into educating people. 
Some of the successful educational programs are aimed at “engaging the future 
adopters, donors, and volunteers” are: 


e Birthday parties 

e Autumn tours 

e Winter critter camps 
e Girl scout Programs 


On the other hand, all events are just promoting the HWAC through events like 
Surf Dog, Animal Center Education Services (ACES) International conference, 
Home 4 Holidays Drives, and the pet awareness campaign “Remember me 
Thursday” to promote pet adoptions. Since Mike Arms is an icon in the industry, 
he has many followers on his video Blog “What would Mike say” with the URL 
http://whatwouldmikesay.com on which he also promotes the ACES conferences, 
a free, three day seminar focusing on teaching others in the animal welfare 
industry. 


In his blog segment “Using Media Marketing to Help Generate More Adoptions” 
he tells his audience that you need to know “how to make a story out of 
everything”. He promotes to work with the media and not to be afraid to call on 
the media to help out, the trick is in knowing “how to make it newsworthy” to draw 
attention towards the shelter and people into the facility to adopt the animals they 
heard about in the news. He also calls for “instead of lowering adoption prices, 
learn some media marketing tactics and stories that will help get your organization 
more footsteps through your door to see your beautiful adoptable animals”. 


The Helen Woodward Animal Center constantly increases its footprint and 
facilitates their mission by going on TV and using all media channels possible. 
According to Arms, advertising and marketing animals is the key to success. 
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Marketing strategies have to be creative, always happy (never sad) because of 
the image they present to the public. For this reason, the HWAC does not use 
hard to place animals as cover animals; instead they show the fluffiest, happy, 
and adorable pets they have to the media. People should not associate HWAC 
with just having sad, sick, or hard to place animals; no facility should be reduced, 
in the public opinion, to be the organizations that “only has the ugly ones” or “they 
have broken animals”. 


It is possible to engage the media even without an additional budget. HWAC’s 
approach is to be different with their press releases and statement to the 
newsletter. One of their successful headlines was “63 year old gives birth to 
sextuples” indicating that an older dog gave birth to six puppies but the headline 
was so unique that it got the attention of San Diego’s media. 


All in all, it is very visible through his blog, and Arms also pointed it out during the 
interview, that he sees his organization as a business and the animals have to be 
treated as a “product” with a value. What he means is that giving animals away 
for free or decreasing adoption fees at shelters during high seasons, has the 
consequence of devaluating the animal and people are more likely to not see the 
value in the new companion animals when they have to move or in economic hard 
times. He referenced this with the importance where people put their value or a 
budget for a new outtfit: If they fall in love with it and “have to have it” they are 
most likely willing to pay a reasonable price. At HWAC the brightest business 
minds are hired for core positions as well as passionate people with a strong 
business mind and drive who all share love and compassion for the animals. 


Mr. Arms sees importance in volunteer management, public relations, social 
media, and marketing efforts help to increase adoptions and advance animal 
welfare. He also believes that people have to be paid right (in this underpaid 
industry) to put their best effort toward the animals. He hires sales personnel that 
can “sell” any animal to any human and not only the fluffy, adorable kittens and 
puppies. Every animal deserves the same chance. 


Successful implementations (for this no-kill facility) to saves lives and increase 
adoptions are: 


Education 

This is the most important factor for animal welfare. Education of all ages to 
show the American public that there is value in what HWAC (or any other 
organization) is doing for the animals. 
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Foster homes 

A good foster program is the heart of every organization and has enormous 
impact on the amount of lives saved even though its creation and coordination 
needs to be run like a business including providing training and supplements to all 
foster homes. Every foster home (regardless of long-term, short-term, newcomer, 
etc) is saving lives, starting with bottle feeding orphan kittens and puppies, 
providing homes for sick animals (including medical care) until they are healthy 
enough for adoption, hospice situations for senior animals, and so much more. 


Salinas, CA 
Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (SPCA) for Monterey 


County 


The SPCA for Monterey County is a nonprofit, independent humane society that 
has been serving the animals and people of Monterey County. According to their 
website, the SPCA is an open-admission shelter accepting all animals in need 
“regardless of species, breed, age, temperament, or health”. Gary Tiscornia, 
Executive Director of SPCA for Monterey County, informed about a change in 
Californian governmental shelters acceptance of stray cats. For many years 
governmental shelters accepted stray cats but with the downturn in the economy 
many have stopped doing so because it is not mandated by law and many are 
struggling financially. Since the SPCA is an open admission shelter that does not 
turn animals away, the change is already affecting their outcomes because of the 
increased intake of stray cats. Also the euthanasia numbers do not necessarily 
reflect deterioration for the animals. 


The SPCA uses the Asilomar Accords to calculate their LRR. 


SPCA - Live Release Rates 
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Unfortunately, the LRR decreased by almost 14 percent (or 8 points) from 2011 to 
2013; and only half of the animals admitted to the SPCA will have a live outcome 
which is also displayed in the almost equal LRR for dogs and cats in 2013. 


The Annual Live Release Rate 2011 does not include 574 owner requested 
euthanasia which were unhealthy or untreatable and 28 dogs and cats that died or 
were lost in the shelter. The Annual Live Release Rate 2012 does not include 
465 owner requested euthanasia which were unhealthy or untreatable and 47 
dogs and cats that died or were lost in the shelter. The Annual Live Release Rate 
2013 does not include 521 owner requested euthanasia which were unhealthy or 
untreatable and 18 dogs and cats that died or were lost in the shelter. 


Even though the SPCA promotes on their website that no healthy dog or cat was 
euthanized for the past five years, the numbers of euthanized animals are 


Treatable — Rehabilitable 584 dogs and cats 
Treatable — Manageable 484 dogs and cats 
Unhealthy and Untreatable 1719 dogs and cats 
Total Euthanasia 2787 dogs and cats 
Minus Euthanasia Request (Unhealthy & Untreatable) _521 dogs and cats 
Adjusted Total Euthanasia 2266 dogs and cats in 2013 


It could be argued that the decrease in LRR is caused by the increased intakes of 
stray cats that are not being accepted at governmental shelters. This decrease 
does not necessarily reflect deterioration for animals in the same way that an 
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increase in the LRR of governmental shelters in California might not necessarily 
be an indicator for improvement for the animals. 


Implementations helping to reduce euthanasia are educational programs such as: 
Collaboration 


Six years ago, the SPCA collaborated with the Washington Middle School in 
Salina to pair at-risk kids with untrained shelter dogs to improve both of their lives. 
Over the course of five weeks, the students teach the selected shelter dogs (great 
temperament, lack of training and manners) basic skills such as sit, stay, come 
while providing one-one-on interaction. The program expanded and 
encompasses several local schools, foster services, youth center, juvenile hall, 
and Monterey Children’s Behavior Health. The benefits are mutual: the dogs 
learn skills that will help them stay in their forever homes and kids develop 
important life skills such as empathy, compassion, and passions while also 
learning leadership and communication skills. 


Kids program 

One day Animal Camps for children ages 6 — 12 covers a variety of fun and 
interesting topics through which children learn about dog communication, care, 
and training, create dog toys, make dog treats while spending time with the 
shelter dogs or learn everything about the cat body language and what kind of 
toys they prefer. 


Pet Meals 

This program ensures that people receiving their meals via Meals On Wheels do 
not have to share their foods with their pets anymore since volunteers will deliver 
donated high-quality pet food as well. This also prevents animal surrendering in 
economic hardships. 


San Diego, CA 
Humane Society of San Diego (SDHS) 


In January 2010, the North County Humane Society in Oceanside merged with 
the San Diego Human Society and SPCA. In July 2014, the Escondido Humane 
Society merged with the SDHS and this merger will allow more treatable animals’ 
lives to be saved, makes additional resources for animal welfare services 
available, and increases availability of services for individual pet owners. 
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The SDHS uses the Asilomar Accords to calculate their LRR: 
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In the next graph, please find the LRR for cats and dogs per year. The LRR for 
dogs increased by almost 6 percent between 2009/10 and 2012/13 while the LRR 
for cats decreased by 5.6 percent (5 points) from 2008/09 to 2009/10 before 
increasing again between 2010/11 and 2012/13. 


SDHS - LRR (Dogs & Cats) 


100% | 
90% Mane 88% 89% 89% 
80% 

70% 
60% 
50% 
40% 
30% 
20% 
10% 

0% 


2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12 


The Annual Live Release Rate 2009/10 does not include 1761 owner requested 
euthanasia which were not healthy and 76 animals that were lost while under 
shelter care. SDHS and the North County Humane Society merged together Jan. 
11, 2010. The Annual Live Release Rate 2010/11 does not include 2170 owner 
requested euthanasia which were not healthy and 97 animals that were lost while 
under shelter care. The Annual Live Release Rate 2011/12 does not include 
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2002 owner requested euthanasia which were not healthy and 98 animals that 
were lost while under shelter care. 

The Annual Live Release Rate 2012/13 does not include 2063 owner requested 
euthanasia which were not healthy and 207 animals that were lost while under 
shelter care. 


Successful programs and implementations: 


Paws to Success Kitten Nursery 


Kitten nursery opened in 2008/09 and cared for 8613 kittens with a LRR of 88 
percent. The fragile lives of kittens require not only time, resources, dedication 
but also love by creating an environment that yields wellness and growth. Staff 
members care for the kittens 24 hours a day at the two nurseries (Central 
Campus in San Diego and North Campus in Oceanside). 


Ban animal sales in pet stores 


In September 2013, the City of San Diego passed the Companion Animal 
Protection Ordinance, which bans the sale of dogs, cats, and rabbits in pet stores 
in the City of San Diego. The SDHS and other local animal welfare organizations 
worked together for the passage of the ban. This is an important step into the 
right direction for animals sourced from puppy mills and other commercial 
breeding sources. 


Puppy mills are large-scale commercial dog breeding operations where profit is 
given priority over the well-being of the dogs. Puppy mills breeding is most of the 
time performed without consideration of genetic quality which results in generation 
of dogs with unchecked hereditary defects. Illnesses and diseases are common 
in dogs from puppy mills and puppies which often arrive in pet stores and their 
new homes with these diseases or infirmities which can include fleas, ticks, 
kennel couch, heartworm, mange, upper repertory infection and pneumonia. x 
(that place the utmost importance on producing the healthiest puppies possible) 
and pet store owners to be able to provide adopters with an option when looking 
for a specific breed. 


Enrichment program 


Through an innovative behavior and training program which enriches the lives of 
the animals in the shelter can lead to successful placement and adoption. Dogs 
will be more settled after engaging in the enrichment program and may show 
better for potential adopters. 
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San José, CA 
Animal Care & Services (JSACS) 


The San José Animal Care Center is an open-door, municipal, full-service animal 
shelter serving the cities of San José, Milpitas, Los Gatos, Cupertino, and 
Sarotago. 


The data provided by SJACS included actual intake and euthanasia numbers for 
cats, kittens, dogs, and puppies. Below chart displays the inverse calculation of 
the euthanasia rate calculated separated by cats and dogs. 


SJACS - Live-Release Rate (Dogs and Cats) 
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LRR for dogs increased by 11 point from 69 percent in 2005/06 to 80 percent in 
2013/2014 while, during the same time frame, the LRR for cats increased by over 
208 percent (or 11 points) from 25 percent to 77 percent. 


The 


According to Jon Cicirelli, Director of Animal Care and Service in San José, a few 
of the contributing programs and initiatives to decrease euthanasia rate in the 
SJACS with the biggest impact are: 


Shelter Neuter Return (SNR) 


Jon Cicirelli mentioned the 2010 implemented feral freedom program (FF) that 
was since renamed into Shelter Neuter Return (SNR). This program is not a 
colony management program. The majority of cats brought in by the public does 
not belong to a cat colony and are not managed through feeding stations or in any 
other way; and, therefore, view by SJACS as true community cats which are in 
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good health and physical condition, learnt how to live and thrive in their 
neighborhood. Since the cats are able to fend for themselves and do not require 
ongoing care, the SJACS believes that their role is to prevent those community 
cats from breeding and not from living in their neighborhoods since. According to 
the San José Shelter Based TNR case study, the holding period for stray cats in 
California is 72 hours. Usually within the first 24 hours, every cat will be evaluated 
and scheduled for medical services as well as for spay/neuter surgery as quick as 
possible, aiming for the surgery to take place within the holding period. All 
community cats that undergo spay-neuter surgery are ear tipped, micro chipped, 
vaccinated and receive flea treatment and/or worming as needed. Minor issues 
such as ear mites, cuts, scrapes will also be addressed at the time of surgery. 


Feral and fractious cats experience high level of stress in a shelter environment 
and therefore should leave the shelter as soon as possible after recovering from 
the surgery. Since it is required by California law that animal shelters have to 
release any cat to a non-profit animal rescue group (on request) if the agency is 
intending to euthanize the cat, rescue groups will pick up, transport and release 
the cat in the neighborhood where it was originally found. In addition, door 
hangers providing basic information about the program the cat is in and additional 
resources as well as contact information will be placed at adjoining properties of 
the release site. 


Below chart displays the actual cat intake numbers between 2008/09 and 2013/14 
which indicate a decrease in overall intake numbers and a decrease of 2079 cats 
between 2009/2010 and 2013/14 which equals around 20 percent. 


SJACS - Intake Cats 
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The next graph separates the intakes into cats and kittens: 


SJACS Intakes (Cats & Kittens) 
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The best way to visualize the affect of the TNR program could also be seen in the 
overall reduction of euthanasia rates since the program started in 2010. Below 
chart gives the euthanasia rates for cats for the fiscal years from 2005/06 until 
2013/2014 and the euthanasia rate decreased significantly (by 48 points) from 
2008/09 to 2013/14. 


SJACS - Cats Euthanasia Rates 
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Free Chihuahua Spay/Neuter in target zip codes 


In 2011, the ACS partnered with local HS and PetSmart Charities and started free 
spay/neuters for Chihuahua in five (5) targeted zip codes that were found to have 
the highest shelter intake for that breed. These target zip codes have a higher 
concentration of low-to-medium incomes than other areas in the city. In addition, 
Chihuahuas as well as their mixes made up almost 40 percent of all dog intakes 
at the time, according to Cicirelli. The program is now in its third year and the 
statistics indicate that dog intakes dropped. Cicirelli pointed out the nice drop in 
intake numbers contrasted with the rate of annual increase prior to the program. 
To be eligible for free spay/neuter surgeries, residents only have to show proof 
that they live in one of the five targeted zip codes by showing ID, utility bills, etc. 
For the first two years, the demand for free spay/neuter surgeries was high 
enough, now the ACS is reaching out more to the community by sending out a 
flyer with the water bills in English, Spanish, and Vietnamese to all residents in the 
target Zip codes. 


Criteria change for dog behavior 


The criteria for dog behavior was loosened in 2013 which resulted in more dogs 
passing through to adoption; particularly many fearful or shy Chihuahuas 
according to Cicirelli. 


Dog play groups 


Play groups build dog confidence in the shelter and bring out their personality. 
Fearful and shy dogs actively participate in dog play groups several days a week, 
which are great behavioral tools for improving adoptability. 
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Colorado 


Aurora, CO 


City of Aurora Animal Care Division 


The Aurora Animal Care Division / Aurora Animal Shelter is an open-door, 
municipal animal shelter in Aurora, Co. The shelter uses the Asilomar/Maddies 
Fund formula to calculate their Live Release Rate. 


Their report data is listed in below chart: 


Aurora Animal Shelter - LRR 
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The Annual Live-Release Rate for 2009 does not include 30 owner requested 
euthanasia and 37 dogs and cats that died or were lost in the shelter/care. 
The Annual Live Release Rate for 2010 does not include 28 owner requested 
euthanasia and 41 dogs and cats that died or were lost in the shelter/care. 
The Annual Live Release Rate for 2011 does not include 48 owner requested 
euthanasia and 36 dogs and cats that died or were lost in the shelter/care. 
The Annual Live Release Rate for 2012 does not include 25 owner requested 
euthanasia and 22 dogs and cats that died or were lost in the shelter/care. 
The Annual Live Release Rate for 2013 does not include 51 owner requested 
euthanasia and 40 dogs and cats that died or were lost in the shelter/care. 
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Aurora Animal Shelter had an almost constant LRR between 2009 to 2013 with 75 
percent and 77 percent respectively. In 2011, the LRR was the lowest with 69 
percent which is a decrease of almost 9 percent (or 6 points) from 2009. On the 
other hand, the LRR increased by 11 percent (or 8 points) between 2011 to 2013 
and is now 2.6 percent (or 2 points) above the 2009 LRR. 


Implementations and programs currently in place at the Aurora Animal Shelter 
are: 


Transfer Program 


The Aurora Animal Shelter networks with other shelters and rescue organizations 
to have the ability to transfer adoptable animals that have been at the shelter for 
an extended period of time, to be transferred to a different facility to increase their 
chance for adoptions. When they are overlooked at one location they might 
attract more attention at a different location with a new audience of adopters. 


Safe Haven for Pets Program 


The shelter work with victims of domestic violence via this program to locate a 
safe haven for their pets, and allowing abused women and their children to 
separate from their batterer. According to the shelter’s website, national studies 
show that up to 70 % of battered women remain in the situation because they 
cannot bring their animals to a women’s shelter and therefore refuse to leave 
them behind fearing the pets could be injured or killed by their abusers. 


Planned Implementations: 
Outdoor dog exercise and play areas allow dogs to expend excess energy while 
romping, running, and playing. Other benefits are physical and emotional from 


enjoying the outdoors and the sunshine which results in calmer dogs in the indoor 
kennels and increase adoptions. 


Longmont, CO 
Longmont Humane Society (LHS) 


The Longmont Humane Society is a limited enrollment or limited intake facility and 
uses the Asilomar Accords: 
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The Annual Live-Release Rate for 2011 does not include 150 owner requested 
euthanasia and 21 dogs and cats that died or were lost in the shelter/care. The 
Annual Live-Release Rate for 2012 does not include 58 owner requested 
euthanasia and 14 dogs and cats that died or were lost in the shelter/care. The 
Annual Live-Release Rate for 2013 does not include 26 owner requested 
euthanasia and 31 dogs and cats that died or were lost in the shelter/care. 


According to the LHS website, programs and implementations in place are: 


Barn Cat Program 


This Program connects people who have barns or other secure outdoor structures 
and are interested in adopting cats not suitable for lives as indoor pets. The LHS 
provides FeLV/FIV testing, rabies vaccinations, first set of distemper shots, 
spay/neuter surgery, micro chipping, etc. 


Summer Kids Workshops 


During the summer months, the LHS will educate kids (age 8 — 12) interested in 
careers in animal welfare. The program includes presentations from experts in 
their fields and related activities 
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Oregon 


Portland, OR 
The Animal Shelter Alliance of Portland (ASAP) 


The Animal Shelter Alliance of Portland (ASAP) is a coalition of the leading animal 
welfare organizations and veterinary medical community in the greater Portland 
metro area which spans four counties (in two states: Oregon and Washington) 
and around 3,700 square miles, serving nearly 9 million people. The mission of 
ASAP, according to their website, is to end euthanasia of “healthy, social, and 
treatable dogs and cats” in the local shelters through collaborative efforts and 
programs such as the spay/neuter program Spay & Save”, educational and 
outreach efforts as well as promotion of humane alternatives for feral cats. 


This coalition cares for almost 90 percent of unwanted animals in the Portland 
metro area, a total of around 40,000 cats and dogs per year, and estimates 
additional 100,000 free-roaming stray or feral cats in the community. The 
coalition consists of: one (1) open door shelter (Multnomah County), three (3) 
open controlled shelters, and two (2) limited admission shelters (HS); the ASAP 
shelter members are: 

Cat Adoption Team 

Clackamas County Dog Services 

Multnomah County Animal Services 

Oregon Humane Society 

Humane Society for Southwest Washington 

Washington County Animal Services 


All six shelters adopted the language of the Asilomar Accords to standardize the 
collection and reporting of shelter data. The community data from 2008 until 2013 
is comprised in below chart: 
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ASAP - LRR (Dogs and Cats) 
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The Annual Live-Release Rate 2008 does not include 1828 owner requested 
euthanasia which were not healthy and 204 animals that were lost while under 
shelter care. The Annual Live-Release Rate 2009 does not include 2405 owner 
requested euthanasia which were not healthy and 216 animals that were lost 
while under shelter care. The Annual Live-Release Rate 2010 does not include 
2175 owner requested euthanasia which were not healthy and 369 animals that 
were lost while under shelter care. The Annual Live-Release Rate 2011 does not 
include 2242 owner requested euthanasia which were not healthy and 208 
animals that were lost while under shelter care. The Annual Live-Release Rate 
2012 does not include 1929 owner requested euthanasia which were not healthy 
and 2153 animals that were lost while under shelter care. The Annual Live- 
Release Rate 2013 does not include 1605 owner requested euthanasia which 
were not healthy and 189 animals that were lost while under shelter care. 


The LRR increased by almost 41 percent (~28 points) between 2008 and 2013 
due to the coalition’s efforts and commitment to save lives while providing the best 
care possible as well as best chance at finding a permanent home. 


According to Lisa Feder, Vice President/Director of Shelter Operations of the 
Humane Society for Southwest Washington, when one shelter needs assistance 
with a specific animal for medical, behavioral reason or is confronted with a large 
intake due to a hoarder situation, the other ASAP shelters will make every attempt 
to transfer the animal to their facility for further treatment and/or placement. 
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During the past five years, between 1,500 and 2,000 cats and dogs have been 
transferred every year between ASAP shelters, said Kristi Brooks, Director of 
Operations at Cat Adoption Team. 


Deborah Wood, Manager of Washington County Animal Services & Bonnie L. 
Hays Small Animal Shelter (WCAS), mentioned that the commitment of the large 
private shelters (the Cat Adoption Team and the Oregon Humane Society) is a 
tremendous help. These organizations see the WCAS’s animals as priority and 
transfer large numbers annually. The WCAS is a county facility that only accepts 
stray animals which are the hardest animals to succeed with, according to Wood. 


Anika Moje, ASAP Program manager, pointed out that the main initiative that has 
brought down the intake of cats is the low cost spay/neuter program “Spay & 
Save”. This program aims to reduce the intake of cats in area shelters by 30 
percent over a five year period through 10,000 spay/neuter services provided to 
cats and kittens each year. All surgeries are performed by licensed veterinarians 
and assisted by skilled and caring support teams. So far, 49,115 cats and kittens 
have been altered through the program between February 2010 and September 
2014. Moje also noted a decline in cat intake from the public by 35 percent from 
2010 to 2013. 


The Portland metro area-wide “Spay & Save” program assists families on public 
assistance and their owned, stray, or feral cats by offering spay and neuter 
surgeries for a co-pay as low as $10 (other options available for low income 
families). According to Brooks, for clients to qualify, they have to live in 
Washington, Multnomah, Clackamas, or Clark counties and have to show proof of 
public assistance (Section 8 housing, Food Stamps, WIC, TANF, SSI, Medicaid, 
AFDC, Oregon Health Plan, public housing, free or reduced lunch program). 


The biggest two impacts, indicated by Feder, are overall reduction in intake 
numbers of a) cats due to the low cost spay/neuter program, and b) unweaned 
kittens younger than eight (8) weeks. According to Feder, the Humane Society for 
Southwest Washington asks the community to keep unweaned kittens until they 
are ready for adoption and provides them with food, litter, crates, etc. Veterinarian 
care will also be provided via two full time veterinarians. In addition, the shelter 
stopped taking in feral community cats for euthanasia and rather includes them in 
the Spay & Save program. 
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Implementations: 


Every coalition partner operates independently under ASAP with independent 
procedures, adoption fees, redemptions, community education and outreach 
programs, etc. except for shelter vet guidelines. Therefore, the combined effort of 
the partners helps to increase the LRR of the community pets. Multnomah County 
Animal Services (MCAS) tailored their website to community needs. The website 
is available in English, Spanish, Chinese, Russian, and Vietnamese. 


Foster and Volunteer Programs 


Fosters and volunteers are the back bones of the facilities. Fosters are important 
to save lives, make space in the shelters for new intakes while the animals with 
medical or behavioral problems live in foster families till they are adoptable again, 
and let shelter staff focus on the adoptable animals within the facilities. Food, 
litter, medicine, and veterinarian care are provided by the facilities while 
compassion and love are given to the companion animals through fosters. An 
increase foster force will help create room in the shelters and provides a 
temporary “home” compared to the kennel situation in shelters. 


An expansion of the volunteer program is another key factor including formal 
training and job descriptions according to the volunteer’s interest and capability. 
Volunteer duties might include cleaning of kennels, laundry, clean animal dishes, 
adoption counsel, dog walking etc. The volunteer force helps to free animal care 
staff to provide service in areas that require skilled animal handling and other 
skilled tasks. 


Education Programs 


As stated above education programs are not executed through the ASAP but 
through the individual partners. These programs include summer camps, 
programs and presentation in schools on animal safety rules, monthly kids club 
(ages 12 to 15) as well as teen volunteerism through local High schools. 


SWAP - Transportation 


As mentioned above, between 1,500 and 2,000 cats and dogs have been 
transferred every year between ASAP shelters during the past five years. During 
her presentation at the Best Friends National Conference 2014, Brooks also 
mentioned animal transports between shelters with capability as well as transports 
to foster homes. She gave an example of an urgent cat that needed placement in 
a foster home as well as medication. 


65| Page 


The dedication of staff and volunteers displayed in this case is the key to saving 
lives with the foster, a shelter staff member, and a vet driving 40 minutes (one 
way) each to meet in the middle to hand over the animal and the medicine to the 
foster. 


Another example she mentioned was for the Spay & Safe program. Animals can 
be dropped off for spay/neuter surgery at shelter A and will be transported to the 
facility with spay/neuter capability. After the surgery and recovery, the animal will 
to be transported back to shelter A to be picked up by the owner. 


Other factors to implement change are: 
Change in philosophy 


The Washington County administration supported a thorough change in 
philosophy by 2008 including allocation in resources, operations procedures, and 
even change in personnel. The shelter saw itself as a place that euthanized 
animals and the change needed to be implemented by re-defining internally and 
externally. Nowadays, the shelter sees itself as a place that saves animals which 
operates on a modest budget with modest staffing, according to Wood. 

Before the change in 2008, 3434 dogs and cats were euthanized at WCAS, 
compared to 608 animals in 2014. Wood stated that “if the numbers continue for 
the rest of the year as they have year-to-date, we would expect to euthanize only 
about 400 animals this year” and every one of those animals will have extensive 
medical and/or behavioral problems. 


Treating every animal as an individual 


Seeing the next litter of kittens and the next stray Pit Bull as separate, distinct, 
and special from all the ones that came before and all the ones that will come 
after is a difficult tasks, but one that helped Washington County Animal Services 
to constantly improve their numbers via tracking and sharing of the shelter 
statistics with staff which helped to save “this” kitten and “this” Pit bull as a 
constant goal to constantly improve the numbers. 


Hiring the right people 


Deborah Wood was hired at the end of 2008 as the manager of the Washington 
County Animal Services and received a “very clear direction” in what the County 
wanted the shelter to do and how to do it. Clear Policies and procedures for staff 
were as important to turn a prior chaotic shelter into a well-organized facility. 
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Employees received clear guidelines and were held responsible, also, employees 
who are not doing their jobs well will be disciplined (up to an including termination, 
if necessary). 


Intake Control and Shift 


According to Wood, the Washington County Animal Services concentrated on 
what they and what they do not do instead of trying to solve every problem. One 
of the WCAS clear jobs is to help every stray animal in Washington Count. This 
means that people who want to surrender their owned pet will receive hand-outs 
with information about private shelters that may be able to take these animals. 
This new policy reduced WCAS intake as well as euthanasia numbers from 2009 
onwards. 


Reuniting stray pets with owners 


To increase the RTO rate for dogs and cats, staff spends hours tracking down 
microchips (including tracking the entity that issued the microchip if no up-to-date 
information of the owner can be found). Shelter staff also double checks “lost and 
found” list (including Craig’s list) for postings to match animals to the shelter. The 
results are increasing and it was noted that it was easier to reunite an animal with 
its owner than to hold, spay/neuter, and find a new home through adoption. RTO 
is an important goal that benefits the community. 


Future Focus 


According to Brooks, the coalition received another grant from Maddie’s fund that 
cannot be used for spay & save, therefore the coalition partner looking for new 
avenues to put the money to good and efficient use. Feder of the Humane 
Society for Southwest Washington stated that coalition partners are now looking 
to the Reason Codes of euthanasia to identify the groups and reasons of the 
individual euthanasia to increase their efforts within these groups. For example, 
80 percent of the euthanasia reason codes were in CBUU5 for unhealthy and 
untreatable with medical costs expected to exceed an specific amount, Feder 
pointed out. If these individual reasons for euthanasia can be analyzed and 
efforts found to reduce these numbers as well, the overall LRR will increase even 
more. 
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Utah 


Murray, UT 
Humane Society of Utah (HSU) 


The Humane Society of Utah is an open-admissions shelter which means their 
doors are open for all animals the HSU can legally accept. In addition, the HSU 
fights animal cruelty and neglect, creates an environment of respect, 
responsibility, and compassion for all animals across Utah (Annual Report 2013). 


The Humane Society of Utah uses the Basic Data Matrix to calculate their Live 
Release Rates (as calculated by the National Federation of Humane Societies). 


In below chart displays the LRR graphs for the past five years: 


HSU - Live Release Rates 
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Between 2009 and 2013, the LRR increased by 19 percent (or 12.9 points) with a 
dip in 2011. The increase between 2009 and 2011 is barely 1 percent (or 1.3 
points) while the biggest increase in the LRR is noticeable between 2011 and 
2013 with 17.2 percent or 11.6 points. 
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The LRR, separated by dogs and cats, for the same timeframe are in below chart: 


HSU - LRR (Dogs and Cats) 
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It should be noted that the LRR for cats increased by almost 27 percent (~15 
points) between 2011 and 2012. According to Jessica Almeida, Transfer Director 
at the Humane Society of Utah, the increase was mainly due to the opening of 
Kitty City, even though it was only open for the last months of the year. The 
HSU’s cat adoptions skyrocketed after the opening which resulted in a good start 
into 2012. 


In addition, 2011 was a year of high intakes of cats with 5,781 cats, compared to 
5.134 cat intakes in 2012. The current 2014 YTD LRR for cats is 81.65 percent, 
92.86 percent for dogs, and total 87.76 percent, which is increase of around 11 
percent (9 points) if the numbers hold true till the end of the year. 


According to Almeida, other successful implementations to increase the LRR are: 


Successful Implementations: 
Mileage 


The HSU received good “mileage” from high resolution electronic billboards facing 
I-15 with animated billboards improving the ability to get various messages out to 
the public as well as billboard time on sponsor companies billboards (Annual 
Report 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013). 
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Animal Behavior and Transfer program 

The program includes behavior assessments, positive reinforcement training, and 
enrichment activities to keep pets mentally and emotionally healthy for their time 
at the HSU. Mostly dogs are taken to one of the 140 partner facilities and groups 
where those canines are in greater demand; at the same time, small dogs from 
the Los Angeles metropolitan area are transferred to the HSU. This Transfer 
program saves lives of thousands of dogs in Utah and participating states. 


Kitty City 

This feline facility was opened on August 25", 2012 and provides spacious 
accommodations for cats as well as an inviting and comfortable setting for visitors 
to visit, to interact, and to adopt a homeless feline. With Kitty City the previous 
small steel cages were replaced so that cats can enjoy, relax, take long naps, 
gaze out windows, or play with other kitties in “roomy villas and light, bright 
townhomes” (annual report 2013). According to the HSU’s website, Kitty City is a 
“major part of the Humane Society of Utah’s quest to eliminate fear, pain and 
suffering for all animals.” 


Wait is Over Rover 

lin May 2014, the new canine adoption center opened. The facility has two parts: 
“Dawgville” for larger dogs and “Tiny Town” for smaller dogs. According to 
Almeida, the adoption numbers for dogs already increased by about 35 percent 
and the HSU is transferring in dogs from California, Idaho Falls, and other shelters 
in the state of Utah. The year-to-date transfer numbers are 2,185 animals which 
equals into a total live intake of almost 25 percent. 


Community Outreach and Social Media 

The HSU also increase their community outreach by hiring a Development 
Director in 2013 and continuously growing the department to increase community 
outreach through many additional community events as well as growth of the 
social media presence. The department now includes positions for community 
outreach, special event coordination, corporate sponsorship/telethon coordination, 
as well as social media coordination/photography and all helped to increase the 
foot traffic into the facility, Almeida mentioned. 


Education program 
The HSU’s education program is aimed at elementary students in and around Salt 


Lake Valley and includes tours of the HSU facilities. Education of children is 
essential to promote as well as raise awareness for animal welfare in general and 
the needs of companion animals. 
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Washington 


Spokane, WA 
SpokAnimal C.A.R.E. Your Inland Northwest Humane Society 


SpokAnimal C.A.R.E. is a 501(c)(3) non-profit organization that operates an 
adoption center, provides animal control services to the city and runs a spay- 
neuter clinic. 


Below graphs are calculated based on data retrieved from the SpokAnimal’s 
website with calculates their LRR using the Asilomar Accords formula. 


SpokAnimal - Live Release Rate 


LRR increase of 24.5 percent (14.4 points) followed by a decrease between 2012 
and 2013 of 5 percent (3.7 points). Less than half of all cats admitted to the 
shelter make it out alive. The cat LRR in 2011 was 41.5 percent with a high of 
62.9 percent in 2012; an increase of 50 percent (21.4 points). 
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SpokAnimal - LRR (Dogs and Cats) 
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The Annual Live-Release Rate for 2011 does not include 0 owner requested 
euthanasia and 22 dogs and cats that died or were lost in the shelter/care. 
The Annual Live-Release Rate for 2012 does not include 0 owner requested 
euthanasia and 13 dogs and cats that died or were lost in the shelter/care. 
The Annual Live-Release Rate for 2013 does not include 0 owner requested 
euthanasia and 43 dogs and cats that died or were lost in the shelter/care. 


Programs currently in place to at SpokAnimal C.A.R.E.: 


Cruisin’ Critters 

A transport program that started in spring 2012 at a time when the SpokAnimal 
C.A.R.E. was operating at and beyond capacity in regards to cats and kittens 
intakes while all foster homes in the foster program were full. Cats and kittens 
were constantly flowing in at an age too young to be adopted, with colds or in 
need of extra care and a place to stay until they were healthy enough to find their 
homes. Volunteers transport cats and kittens to partner shelters. The program 
was noticed and received a grant from the ASPCA in the summer of 2013. 


Since the Spokane area experienced significant decreases in dog intakes, other 
shelters across the states asked for help with their dogs. The Cruisin’ Critters 
Program picks up dogs from shelters, rescues, and animal control agencies that 
run out of space which in return enables animal control agencies, humane 
societies, and rescues to arrange room for new intakes and allows gives the 
animals more time to find their homes. Since the beginning of 2014, SpokAnimal 
C.A.R.E. has transferred around 1,500 animals. 
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Dog Park 


Through a contract between SpokAnimal and the City of Spokane Parks and 
Recreation Department, the first dog park (11-plus acre) in the City of Spokane 
was developed in 2010. Installation of fences for safety of the dogs and security 
of the community has been proven successful. 


Farm Livin’ 


The outcome of cats in animal shelters is horrid. In order to save the lives of 
thousands of cats and kittens coming into the Spokane shelters, the Farm Livin’ 
program was created in 2010. A cooperative program which connects farm 
homes with barn cats for rodent control. Cats for this program have to be ata 
minimum of 12 weeks of age and accustomed to independent living. Farmers and 
rural barn owners just have to apply to SpokAnimal to receive free cats which are 
vaccinated and spayed or neutered. In return, the farmers and barn owners agree 
to provide the cats with a barn or farm building (for shelter) and food to 
supplement what the cats catch. According to the SpokAnimal website, the Farm 
Livin' program has saved the lives of over 1,000 cats so far. 


Prison Pup Program 


Pawsitive Dog Prison Training Program is a cooperative effort between the local 
Correctional Center, SpokAnimal, and Diamonds in the Ruff (an organization 
offering gentle pet training). Offender handlers train shelter dogs, under the 
guidance of professional dog trainers using force free positive training methods, 
for 10 to 12 weeks to make the dogs more adoptable. The dogs live in the cells 
with their offender handlers and receive training throughout the day, seven days a 
week. Trainers will meet weekly with the offenders and the dogs to review the 
progress and work on new assignments. Dogs leaving the program have better 
changes to get adopted while offenders reported that the program has positive 
impact and potential to transform lives (both within and outside prison walls) the 
program also gives offenders the opportunity to give back. The program is funded 
completely through donations and does not receive taxpayer funds. 
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Spokane Valley, WA 
Spokane County Regional Animal Protection Service (SCRAPS) 


SCRAPS is an open admission, progressive shelter which takes every animal in 
that is brought to their facilities. According to their website, SCRAPS has no right 
of refusal and will only euthanize in case of extreme illness or aggression. In 
addition, SCRAPS provides animal protection services including cruelty 
investigations, pickup of strays or injured animals as well as citizen complaints. 


In January 2014, SCRAPS became the regional provider for Spokane County and 
the cities of Spokane, Fairfield, Deer Park, Spokane Valley, Medical Lake, 
Milwood, Liberty Lake and Cheney, which, according to Nancy Hill (Regional 
Director), doubled their service area and work load including animal intakes. 


Total intakes for the third quarter of 2014 are 3,182 animals compared to intakes 
of 1,351 animals in the third quarter of 2013. Total intakes for the whole year of 
2013 were 4,594 animals. 


Below chart displays the LRR for 2013. 


SCRAPS - Live Release Rate 2013 
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SCRAPS LRR for 2013, separated by dogs and cats, can be found in below chart: 


SCRAPS - LRR (Dogs and Cats) 2013 
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By the end of the third quarter 2013, a total 44 owner requested euthanasia and 
604 euthanasia were performed; and 11 dogs and cats had died or were lost in 
the shelter/care. The highest LRR with 107 and 109 percent for dogs were in the 
months of October and December 2013 while dog euthanasia rates of 11 percent 
for October and 15 percent for December were recorded. A reason for the 
extremely high LRR for both months was not included in the provided data 
although the data indicated the RTO for October as well as December with 62 
percent as well as the total transfer out rate with 28 percent for October and 33 
percent for December. 


The LRR for the year of 2013 is 77.8 percent and 77.2 percent for the time period 
Q1 through Q3. The time period including the first, second, and third quarter will 
be used to compare the LRR 2013 with the LRR 2014. 


With SCRAPS becoming the regional provider for Spokane County and the cities 
of Spokane, Fairfield, Deer Park, Spokane Valley, Medical Lake, Milwood, Liberty 
Lake and Cheney, the animal intake number spiked. In the first three quarters, 
SCRAPS had 3,182 animals compared to 4,594 animal intakes for the whole year 
of 2013. 
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The LRR for the first three quarters of 2014 can be found, by month, in the below 
graphs: 


SCRAPS - Live Release Rate 2014 
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By the end of September 2014, a total 7 owner requested euthanasia and 1941 
euthanasia were performed; 85 dogs and cats died or were lost in the 
shelter/care. 


The 2014 LRR for dogs and cats by month are in below graph: 


SCRAPS - LRR (Dogs and Cats) 2014 
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Unfortunately, most likely due to the high intake numbers, the LRR for cats 
decreased by 170 percent (or 48 points) from 76 percent in April to 28 percent in 
May. The lowest LRR for cats in 2013 was 59 percent in March, since May 2014 
the LRR has not been increased to the prior year LRR of 71.8 percent. 


The below chart displays the Total LRR as well as the LRR for dogs and cats for 
the time period Q1 through Q3 of 2013 compared to 2014: 


SCRAPS - Live Release Rate 
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Unfortunately, due to the high intake numbers, the LRR for cats decrease 
significantly which also decrease the total LRR. The dogs LRR increased from 
87.4 percent in 2013 to 88.5 percent in 2014. 


According to Nancy Hill, the main programs that help SCRAPS with their LRR are: 
Pet licensing/micro-chipping 


Pet licensing and micro-chipping helps to identify the dog owner and contributes 
to the high owner redemption rate in dogs which also has a positive effect on the 
LRR. A solution for the cats still have to be found since their owner redemptions 
numbers are extremely low with 3 percent for 2013 and 3 percent between 
January and September 2014. 
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Adoption promotion 


Adoption sales will occur whenever high intakes are experienced at the facility is 
at capacity. The adoption price will be reduced to just the fee for the license while 
the animal still receives spay/neuter surgery, vaccinations, and a micro chip. 


Transfer program 


Many animals are transferred out of the facility and to partners in the area or out 
of the area. Partners are other shelters and rescue groups which are on the 
SCRAPS approved list and have completed an application process. 


Spay/neuter vouchers 


This program gives a dollar amount off a spay/neuter surgery to pet owners to 
help offset the cost of the sterilization, and the only requirement is that the pet 
must be licensed. 


Future plans: 


Since the animal intake numbers have double since the beginning of 2014, 
SCRAPS plans to launch a pet license campaign and an innovative cat program 
in 2015. Details or additional information could not be retrieved. 


Tacoma, WA 
Spokane Humane Society (SHS) 


The Spokane Humane Society is a limited admission shelter which means that 
only those animals will be taken in for which the SHS has the capacity to 
humanely care for. According to their SHS’s website, the decision of which 
animals are placed in the adoption program or into foster care depends on age, 
health, and temperament to make them good adoption candidates. 


Since the SHS is a 501(c)(3) not-for-profit and has no contractual obligations to 
take in animals from anyone, this also means that strays are referred to animal 
control facilities such as SCRAPS or SpokAnimal C.A.R.E. which has helped the 
SHS facility to evolve into their current day “Reservation required” shelter. 


Furthermore, the SHS has stopped euthanizing animals due to lack of space in 
2006; in fact, no healthy and adoptable animals was euthanized since 2006. This 
means, the SHS will not euthanize unless it is the humane course of care due toa 
disease, injury, illness or extreme behavior (temperament). 


The SHS uses the Asilomar Accords to calculate their LRR. The LRR for the 
years 2010 through 2012 are listed in the next chart: 
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Spokane Humane Society - LRR 
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The Annual Live-Release Rate for 2010 does not include 557 owner requested 
euthanasia and 89 dogs and cats that died or were lost in the shelter/care. The 
Annual Live-Release Rate for 2011 does not include 670 owner requested 
euthanasia and 78 dogs and cats that died or were lost in the shelter/care. The 
Annual Live-Release Rate for 2012 does not include 687 owner requested 
euthanasia and 57 dogs and cats that died or were lost in the shelter/care. 


According to the Spokane Humane Society's website, the below programs were in 
place to reduce the number of euthanasia and/or to increase the number of 
animals finding a home: 


Human Education 


The SHS is engaging and educating the community to raise public awareness and 
to encourage life-long, responsible pet ownership. At the same time a main goal 
is to reduce the number of animal intakes through spay/neuter program 


Spay/Neuter Programs 


Since the number of unwanted Spokane animals greatly exceeds the number of 
homes available, the SMS is looking for ways to reduce intake numbers through 
spay-neuter programs and is part of a cooperative program which uses mobile 
animal spays together with their mission orange partners: SCRAPS, SpokAnimal, 
and Pet Savers. 
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VII. Summary and Solution 


All in all, a movement to keep euthanasia rates as minimal as possible is 
noticeable, even though the American shelter system seems to put cats ata 
disadvantage. In general it was noticed, that euthanasia rates for cats are 
higher than for dogs and that intakes of feral cats are at the most risk to be 
euthanized. In addition, it was noticed that all participating shelters, 
organization, facilities worked within their given budgets to improve the lives of 
the animals in their care. 


Limited or regulated admission shelters can pick and chose the animals that 
they deem to have the best chances of finding new homes, therefore, the Live 
Release Rates of those institutions are much higher (above 90 percent) than 
the LRR of municipal shelters with an open-door/open admission policy which 
euthanize higher numbers of animals due to overcrowding. These facilities are 
at a disadvantage since they have to take in all animals brought to their 
facilities regardless of health, behavior, or chance of adoption. 


Different approaches and unique programs were successful for particular 
facilities and might be able to be implemented in different shelters in other 
states. Overall, a few similarities were found regarding educational purposes 
and their affect. 


Human education was mentioned by nearly every organization, shelter, and 
facility to play a key role. Organizations should capitalize on the children’s 
interest and love for animals by teaching children the basic animal care and 
importance of spay/neuter while informing about animal cruelty and neglect in 
later years. Education can take place in school through special seminars and 
lectures or during summer camps or kid clubs at the individual facilities. 
Educating children leads to increased awareness throughout the community 
because children who learn stewardship, compassion, and empathy for animals 
at a young age extend those same qualities to all people. In the long run, 
involved kids are most likely to be the next volunteers, foster homes, or donors. 


Public education on feral (community) cats is one of the key ingredients for 
TNR programs to decrease feral cat population. Through these programs, the 
feral cat population will be decreased via trapping of the animals, spay/neuter 
surgeries, vaccinations, and ear tipping for identification that the animal is 
already altered. After the short recovery time, all animals will released to the 
pick-up side to keep a healthy balance of cat colonies in the area. In the long- 
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run, this will eliminate thousands of feral cat births and reduce the euthanasia 
rate in shelters due to a reduced in take. Feral cats are not adoptable to homes 
but would strive in a self-sustaining environment with shelter. Therefore, Barn 
Cat Programs are great solutions and their benefits include a) reduction of 
pressure of overcrowded shelters; b) rodent control without chemicals, and c) 
reduction of the public health risk. 


Difficult financial times, dislocations, evictions, hospitalizations etc. are the main 
reasons why companion animals are admitted to the shelters. Assisting 
families and individuals in need can prevent a pet losing its home. Animal food 
could be provided through Community Pet Food Bank for qualifying families 
sponsored through Catholic Charities, monetary donations, as well as pet food 
donations. Delivery services of human food such as Meals On Wheels could 
also provide cat food deliveries for the elderly; when otherwise they share their 
food with the beloved pets. On the same note, victims of domestic violence 
(abused women and their children) need assistance to take their pets out of the 
abusive homes into the shelters which can also be through placement of the 
animals in foster homes until the family found their grounding again. 


Good foster programs are the hearts of every organization and have enormous 
impacts on the amount of lives saved. Every foster home (regardless of long- 
term, short-term, newcomer, etc) saves lives, starting with bottle feeding orphan 
kittens and puppies, providing homes for sick animals (including medical care) 
until they are healthy enough for adoption, hospice situations for senior 
animals, and so much more. 


Pet licensing and micro-chipping helps to identify the dogs’ owners and 
contributes to higher owner redemption rates which also has a positive effect 
on the Live Release Rates. A solution for the cats still have to be found since 
their owner redemptions numbers are extremely low. Even though it takes 
extensive amount of work and hours to track down micro chip data due to 
owners not keeping the registration updated, the overall goal, to reunite dogs 
with their owners, is important and is a proactive approach rather than letting an 
owner wonder if their dog is still alive or not. 


Partnerships and Coalitions seem to play a key role to increase the animals 
chances to find homes, especially for long-term or hard to place shelter animals 
by a) sending alerts to partnering organizations, b) raising awareness of these 
animals through the networks (state-wide or nation-wide) to find potential 
adopters and donors, c) transferring the animals to community organizations to 
receive space for new intakes. These transportation services have proven to 
save thousands of lives every year regardless if the transports occur within 
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coalitions or within counties, interstate, or between out-of-state facilities. 
Experiencing an overflow of a particular breed, these animals could be 
transported to a facility where their chances of adoption are higher even if they 
are transported across state lines. Exchange programs are currently in place 
between shelters in different states exchanging kittens for Chihuahuas for 
example. 


In addition, spacious accommodations for cats and dogs with an inviting and 
comfortable setting for visitors for visitation, interaction, and adoption compared 
to small steel cages in a depressing setting can increase adoptions. In 
separate adoption center for cats and dogs, visitors can watch cats enjoy, relax, 
take long naps, gaze out windows, or play with other kitties in community rooms 
which helps to indentify personalities and increase adoptions. Same goes for 
dogs, plus attempts to improve the daily life of the dogs has proven successful. 
Dog enrichment programs can include dog play groups, outdoor dog exercise, 
as well as outdoor play areas to allow dogs to expend excess energy while 
romping, running, and playing with other dogs while practicing and maintaining 
social skills. Activities may include retrievers, pointers, fetch games, food 
puzzle toys (to work for food), chew time with chew toys, leash, and many 
more. Happy dogs are easier to adopt out and through enrichment programs 
dog are on display in an almost normal activity setting. 


Some cities were successful with Prison Pup Programs as well as Youth 
Programs focusing at difficult kids. Prisoners as well as at-risk kids get 
partnered with shelter dogs to improve both of their lives. The students or 
offenders will teach selected dogs with great temperament but lack of training 
basic skills such as sit, stay, come while providing one- on one- interaction. 
While at-risk kids will come to shelters interact with dogs there, in the Prison 
Pup Program, the dogs live in the cells with their offender handlers and receive 
training throughout the day, seven days a week. The benefits are mutual: the 
dogs learn skills that will help them stay in their forever homes and kids develop 
important life skills such as empathy, compassion, and passions while also 
learning leadership and communication skills while offenders experience 
positive impact and potential to transform lives (both within and outside prison 
walls) in addition, offenders have the opportunity to give back to the community. 


Other venues to reach the public are community outreach, social media, as well 
as the proactive use of the media to promote adoptable animals. It should be 
done in a happy way with cute, adoptable photos while promoting a catchy 
story. When using sad images of sick animals, the public might not make the 
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VIII. 


connection to the healthy animals available in the same facility. The websites 
also have to be tailored for the audience in the region, for example, it should 
be available in English and the languages spoken most in the area like in San 
José where the website is in Spanish, Chinese, Russian, and Vietnamese. 
Knowing the wants and needs of the audience will help to tailor the 
community outreach to the target group and increase adoptions and 
donations for the programs listed above. Every animal adopted into a loving 
home is one animal less to be euthanized in the overcrowded shelters across 
the U.S. 


Conclusion and Future Directions 


Successful implementations of programs or procedures that resulted in 
reduced animal euthanasia numbers should help to understand the baseline 
and requirements needed to be implemented in other facilities. Shelters in 
rural and urban areas might need different approaches but the trends identified 
in this study could have universal success if tailored to the facilities. 


First, feral cat population (community cats) decreases through intensive TNR 
programs and with it their shelter intakes and overall cat euthanasia numbers. 
Some cities noted that after a few years of intensive TNR, kitten season did 
not hit in the magnitude and that some might be “in need” of kittens for their 
adoption centers. These shelters, organizations, facilities went so far as to 
use animal transfers (even from and to out of state) to pull kittens from shelters 
with overpopulation to their own facilities which leads to the next point. 
Second, transfer of animals between shelters, rescue organizations, etc. 
increase the animals’ adoption chances as well as transports them to facilities 
that can take care of their needs in case of illness or special need of treatment. 
Shelters and animal rescue groups should develop and maintain protocols to 
monitor and manage the transfer animals to constantly increase the 
effectiveness and efficiency to save as many lives as possible. Third, efforts in 
pet licensing as well as micro-chipping increases the RTO rate and reduces 
the amount of time animals spent in the shelters waiting for their owners while 
and taking up much needed space for other animals at the same time. 


The results of this research paper could help provide baseline measures for 
current programs and could be used to identify areas for targeting future 
resources. Additional research could also compare shelter performances in 
regards to shelters in rural versus urban communities. 
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All lives have value and any efforts humans make to improve animals’ lives in 
American shelters and to reduce animal deaths will save thousands of lives of 
companion animals dropped off, surrendered, or given away every single day 
at shelters across the U.S. 
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ASAP The Animal Shelter Alliance of Portland 
ASPCA American Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals 
AVMA American Veterinary Medical Association 


EARAW Encyclopedia of Animal Rights and Animal Welfare 


FAWC Farm Animal Welfare Council 

HSSA Humane Society of Southern Arizona 

HSU Humane Society of Utah 

HSUS Humane Society of the United States 

HWAC Helen Woodward Animal Center 

JAVMA Journal of American Veterinary Medical Association 
JSACS San José Animal Care Center 

LRR Live Release Rate 

LHS Longmont Humane Society 

MCAS Multnomah County Animal Services 

NFHS National Federation of Humane Societies 

PAAW Pima Alliance for Animal Welfare 

PACC Pima Animal Care Center 

RASKC Regional Animal Services of King County 

RSPCA Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals 
RTO Return to Owner 

SCCA Second Chance Center for Animals 


SCRAPS Spokane County Regional Animal Protection Service 


SDHS Humane Society of San Diego 

SHS Spokane Humane Society 

SNA Special Need Adoption 

SPCAMC _ Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals for Monterey County 
TNR Trap-neuter-Return 

YHS Yavapai Humane Society 

WCAS Washington County Animals Services 
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